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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. DENT).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 9, 2006.

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHARLES
W. DENT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

————
PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

“Whoever meditates on the law of
the Lord will bring forth much fruit at
harvest time.”

Lord God, who can bring forth bless-
ings from just deeds, listen to our pray-
er this day. Give us the wisdom to take
time to meditate upon Your revelation,
Your law. Help us to find knowledge in
prayerful reflection and be assured of
Your love, especially in times of dif-
ficulty.

Your law holds nature and all peoples
together.

May lawmakers today reflect the
mindset and gracious manner revealed
in Your loving commands. And may
their work contain the depth of justice
and the expansive embrace of human
goodness that You reveal to Your peo-
ple, by giving them Your law which
lasts until now and forever. Amen.

———
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. PORTER)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. PORTER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 10 one-
minute speeches on each side.

———————

THE UAE AND OUR PORTS

(Mr. KELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, putting
the UAE in charge of our ports is as
crazy as outsourcing our Border Patrol
to Saudi Arabia.

We have two Achilles heels:
Mexican border and our seaports.

The UAE says that they are our
friends. Here is some straight talk: the
UAE gave us two terrorists on 9/11.
They provided the money for the at-
tacks of 9/11. They recognized the
Taliban on 9/11. They refused to freeze
Osama bin Laden’s assets after 9/11.
They have voted against us at the U.N.
90 percent of the time since 9/11. And
today they announced that they will
threaten the United States of America
if we block this transaction. If these
are our friends, what the heck does an
enemy look like?

Mr. Speaker, we have but one choice:
block this ports deal. We should not
outsource our national security to any-
one.

our

PRESIDENT'S BUDGET OUT OF
TOUCH WITH PRIORITIES OF
AMERICAN PEOPLE

(Ms. WATSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Bush is now touting the line item
veto as the magic formula to get our
deficit under control. Then why does
the President not begin by actually
sending Congress a balanced budget?

For 5 years now, one of the Presi-
dent’s main priorities has been to pro-
vide billions in tax breaks to his
friends in the pharmaceutical and in-
surance industry, the oil and gas indus-
try, and America’s wealthiest elite.
When the President provides these tax
breaks to his friends, he increases the
deficit and prevents the Federal Gov-
ernment from being able to properly
address the concerns of hardworking
Americans.

There is no doubt the President has
lost control of the deficit, piling moun-
tains of debt on the backs of our chil-
dren and grandchildren. Under Presi-
dent Bush, a projected 10-year $5.6 tril-
lion surplus has turned into a $3.3 tril-
lion deficit. This year the deficit is ex-
pected to reach $423 billion, the largest
deficit in history. And yet the Presi-
dent suggests making his tax breaks to
his friends permanent.

———

RECOMMENDATIONS TO LOWER
HEALTH CARE COSTS

(Mr. MURPHY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, accord-
ing to the Centers for Disease Control,
every 6 minutes someone in this coun-
try dies from an infection they picked
up in a hospital. That is 90,000 people
and a total cost of $50 billion. Yet when
hospitals adhere to patient safety
measures, they can dramatically re-
duce these infections.
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A hospital in Oklahoma performed
400 surgeries without an infection. A
hospital in Pittsburgh reduced these
infections greatly and saved millions of
dollars. A hospital in St. Louis re-
ceived savings of $1.5 million.

I am pleased that the Energy and
Commerce Committee will take up this
issue and hold hearings on this in a
couple of weeks. We need to take ac-
tion and save lives. At this time when
we get so concerned about so many
issues in America, is it not time that
Congress tackled these issues head-on
and worked out such issues as pay-for-
performance incentives through Medi-
care and Medicaid to greatly reduce in-
fections and save thousands of lives?

To learn more on this, people can
look at my Web site at mur-
phy.house.gov.

URGING COMPREHENSIVE
LOBBYING REFORM

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, while
Republicans are doing their best to dis-
tance themselves from their lobbying
scandal, they just cannot seem to
shake off Jack Abramoff.

Jack Abramoff recently told Vanity
Fair: “Any important Republican who
comes out and says they didn’t know
me is certainly lying.”

While President Bush denies knowing
him, Jack Abramoff says he Kknew
President Bush well enough to joke
with him about weight lifting. Former
Speaker Gingrich said he didn’t know
Jack  Abramoff well; yet Jack
Abramoff said, ‘I have more pictures of
Newt Gingrich than I do of my wife.”

Senator CONRAD Burns, Jack
Abramoff says: ‘“Every appropriation
we wanted we got. Our staffs were as
close as they could be. They practically
used Signatures as their cafeteria.”

And to add insult to injury, in Janu-
ary, Senator SANTORUM, the architect
of the K Street Project and a Repub-
lican point person on lobbying reform,
vowed to stop his weekly lobbyist
meetings; yet we now find he continues
to do them.

It is just business as usual here in
Washington. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
licans may be lip-syncing reform, but
clearly the “‘for sale’ sign is still up on
the West Lawn.

It is time for a change. It is time to
change the culture of corruption in
Washington, a culture that has real
costs for the American people. We can
do better. We need to do better.

————

MEDICARE PROGRAM NOT
CONFUSING

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to discuss the Medicare part
D prescription drug plan, a historic
program that renews our commitment
to our Nation’s seniors.
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This plan gives seniors choices for
prescription drug coverage that will
cost less while offering more benefits.
It has brought Medicare, a program
created 40 years ago, into the 21st cen-
tury. Millions of seniors who were
without access to drugs are now get-
ting them and many are saving thou-
sands of dollars a year.

Clearly, people have liked what they
have heard about the program as sign-
ups for the third week of February
amounted to 546,000 and the week be-
fore numbered 543,000. All told, almost
26 million people have signed up so far.

The Democrats say that seniors are
confused by this program. I am feeling
a little bit confused myself, and here is
why: Democrats are holding town halls
for the sole purpose of criticizing this
plan while at the same time telling
seniors they should consider signing
up. Well, I guess I can understand why
they are confused.

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing con-
fusing about a program that will help
Medicare beneficiaries pay for their
prescription drugs while at the same
time saving them money.

———

MISPLACED PRIORITIES AND
FISCAL MISMANAGEMENT

(Mr. MORAN of Virginia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, when future generations of Ameri-
cans look back at this time in our Na-
tion’s history, they will have to con-
clude that this Republican Congress
and White House has been the most fis-
cally irresponsible in our Nation’s his-
tory.

In 5 years we have turned a projected
$5.6 trillion surplus into a projected
$3.5 trillion of deficit, a $9 trillion fis-
cal reversal. Seventy-seven percent of
it is attributable to tax cuts, most of
which benefit the wealthy, and to the
so-called war on terrorism.

And why do I say the so-called ‘‘war
on terrorism’? Because in this budget,
this President’s budget, he would pro-
vide tax cuts for the top 1 percent of
Americans, greater than the entire
amount of money he wants to spend on
homeland security. And when you con-
sider the fact that half of America’s
students do not even graduate from
high school today, you have to ask why
the amount of money he gives to the
top 1 percent of Americans is almost
twice as much as the entire amount of
money he wants to spend on the edu-
cation budget; and it is almost three
times what he would spend on veterans
health care.

This is misplaced priorities and fiscal
mismanagement.

————

PROTECTING AMERICA’S
CHILDREN

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

March 9, 2006

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, let me first
thank my colleagues on the Appropria-
tions Committee for voting overwhelm-
ingly to put the port deal on ice. We
are not anti-Arab. We want disclosure.
We want certainty of transactions. We
want no secrecy on these particular
deals.

I also want to thank them for their
courageous vote and excellent vote on
H.R. 3132, the Children’s Safety and
Violent Crime Reduction Act. Over-
whelmingly passed by voice vote, that
measure is on its way to the other
Chamber to set up for the first time a
national sex offender registry, getting
background checks on foster care par-
ents so we know if we are putting our
kids with appropriate individuals, a na-
tional database requiring bracelet
monitoring for sex offenders.

We track library books better than
we do sexual predators. It is time we
get this right. This bill does that. It
puts in law guarantees that will pro-
tect our kids. It is high time we passed
this measure. I thank Senator FRIST,
John Walsh, among others, who have
brought this to the forefront of the na-
tional conscience, and I urge we get
that bill to the President’s desk before
we lose another child.

———

THE RISING COST OF HEALTH
CARE

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services has released a report that de-
tails what most of us already knew,
that health care costs are rising and
they are rising at an increasing rate.

The bureaucrats and the Members of
Congress talk about SGR, they talk
about pay-for-performance, and they
talk about CPT codes. What is left out
of the discussion is that which is most
important, and that is the patient.

As a physician for over 25 years, I
know that the current health care road
we are on continues to move us in the
wrong direction. A patient-centered
system is necessary if we are to in-
crease access to quality care.

I ask my colleagues here in this
Chamber to take a bipartisan approach
to solving this issue: look at the num-
bers; read the reports; and, above all,
listen to the American people. They
are the families and the small busi-
nesses and the employers who are try-
ing to provide health care coverage.

America has the ingenuity, but we
must also have the will to make the de-
cisions necessary to get us on the right
road in health care.

——————

WIRELESS PRIVACY AMENDMENT

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
was a good day for the millions of
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Americans who own a cell phone. For
several years, wireless phone cus-
tomers have had more and more reason
to question the privacy of their cell
phone numbers. Right now a database
of cell phone numbers is being com-
piled by the industry so that compa-
nies can offer wireless directory assist-
ance in the future, but most Americans
would rather not have their personal
cell phone number made available to
just anyone.

Yesterday after 2 years of effort on
this issue, the Energy and Commerce
Committee unanimously approved my
amendment to put the power back into
the hands of consumers. The amend-
ment simply forbids wireless phone
companies from disclosing the cell
phone number of any customer without
prior express authorization from the
customer. Just common sense.

America is counting on us to do
something about this, and we have the
power to do so. Let us bring this impor-
tant legislation to the floor and pro-
tect Americans’ privacy rights.

———————

AMERICA’S SECURITY

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, as
we come to the floor this morning,
there is a common theme. It is all
about America’s security, from cell
phones to ports to reauthorizing the
PATRIOT Act. Our goal is to keep
America secure and put the focus on
America’s security agenda, our eco-
nomic security.

And tomorrow we will have new num-
bers out, and we know they are going
to be strong for our unemployment
rates, for our productivity growth, for
new jobs creation. We are looking for-
ward to those announcements.

This body continues to focus on the
moral security of this great Nation:
our retirement security; our energy se-
curity; and, yes, our national security.
And I congratulate the Members of this
body and thank our leadership for re-
authorizing the PATRIOT Act this
week. Our focus: keep America secure
so that future generations have the op-
portunity to live those big dreams that
today they dream.

—
0 1015

POSITIVE NEWS ABOUT THE MEDI-
CARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRO-
GRAM

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the Centers for Medicare and
Medicaid Services recently reported
that 61 percent of all Medicare bene-
ficiaries in South Carolina have pre-
scription drug coverage, and that al-
most 50 percent of the beneficiaries of
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the Second Congressional District
where Orangeburg Prep is located have
prescription drug coverage.

Since November 15, more than 25 mil-
lion people have chosen to participate
in this new program and are now enjoy-
ing substantial savings on the cost of
their prescription drugs compared to
what they used to have to pay or did
not pay with no coverage. The Sun
News recently reported that Mary
Simms of Lexington registered for the
new benefit with her plan that now just
costs her $15 a month, where she used
to spend $80 on her prior plan.

As the enrollment process continues,
I encourage seniors throughout my
State to join the millions of other
Americans who are now benefiting
from this valuable program which will
enable them to live healthier, happier
and longer lives.

In conclusion, God bless our troops
and we will never forget September 11.

———

TRIBUTE TO SERGEANT HENRY
PRENDES

(Mr. PORTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, in Ne-
vada we faced one of our worst night-
mares a few weeks ago. One of our he-
roes, a law enforcement officer, a Met-
ropolitan Police Department officer,
Sergeant Henry Prendes, was shot
down and brutally killed. He responded
to a domestic violence call as a law en-
forcement officer, and as he appeared
on the scene, a gentleman was waiting
for him with an automatic weapon, and
with over 50 rounds, brutally murdered
Mr. Prendes.

Yesterday, in the Children’s Safety
and Violent Crime Reduction Act, in
the act there was a provision that
would memorialize Mr. Prendes for his
efforts as a great American hero, a lov-
ing father and a loving husband. In the
bill, it provides for a mandatory 30-
yvear sentence for anyone that brutally
murders a law enforcement or public
safety officer or who conspires or at-
tempts to kill.

This is an example of getting tough
on crime. It is time to say enough is
enough, and I applaud this House of
Representatives for passing the act
yesterday.

Also in the act was another provision
that I provided, which was for addi-
tional background checks and faster
and streamlined background checks for
school teachers across this Nation.

RECOGNIZING JASON McCELWAIN
AND THE GREECE ATHENA HIGH
SCHOOL TROJANS

(Mr. REYNOLDS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, today
I rise to recognize an outstanding
young man, his supportive teammates
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and an inspirational performance on
the basketball court.

In a matter of just 4 minutes, Jason
McElwain and the Greece Athena High
School Trojans showed us all the power
of dedication, teamwork and persever-
ance. Jason also placed his heart and
soul into helping the Trojans as team
manager, and although never getting a
chance to play, became an indispen-
sable teammate.

Jason has also been challenged every
day by autism, a disability that, while
difficult, has not undercut Jason’s goal
or his support for the team. In turn,
Jason’s teammates, led by Coach Jim
Johnson, have embraced him and be-
lieved in him, becoming his greatest
friends and supporters.

This teamwork and mutual respect
was never clearer than on the night of
February 15. With only 4 minutes re-
maining in the final game of the reg-
ular season, Jason made his remark-
able debut for the Trojans. He went on
to make six 3-pointers and finished
with 20 points.

A true hero and the true meaning of
the word teamwork was discovered
that night on the hardwood in Greece.
And 2 weeks later, that teamwork pro-
pelled the Trojans to the very top as
they won their sectional championship.
Jason’s perseverance and his team-
mates’ support serve as a great exam-
ple to us all.

Mr. Speaker, in recognition of their
remarkable achievement, I ask this
honorable body to join me in honoring
Jason McElwain and the Greece Athe-
na High School Basketball Trojans.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R. 2829, OFFICE OF NA-
TIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2005

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, 1
call up House Resolution 713 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 713

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2829) to reau-
thorize the Office of National Drug Control
Policy Act. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill. The committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. All points of
order against the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute are waived. Not-
withstanding clause 11 of rule XVIII, no
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amendment to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute shall be in order
except those printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member designated
in the report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. All points of order against such
amendments are waived. At the conclusion
of consideration of the bill for amendment
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. Any Member may de-
mand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENT). The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SESSIONS) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my friend the
gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, this structured rule
under consideration provides 1 hour of
general debate, equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Government Reform.

It waives all points of order against
consideration of the bill and provides
that the amendment in the nature of a
substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary now printed in
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment
and shall be considered as read.

It waives all points of order against
the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute and makes in order
only those amendments printed in the
Rules Committee report accompanying
this resolution.

This rule provides that the amend-
ments made in order may be offered
only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered as read and shall be debatable for
the time specified in the report, equal-
ly divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent. They shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not
be subject to demand for division of the
question in the House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Finally, this rule waives all points of
order against the amendments printed
in the report, and provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this rule and its underlying impor-
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tant legislation reauthorizing the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy,
which was created in 1998 to be the pri-
mary shaper, coordinator and pro-
ponent of Federal efforts to end drug
abuse in our communities across Amer-
ica.

By supporting this legislation to re-
authorize the ONDCP’s activities for
the next b years, Congress will reaffirm
its support for national programs to
combat the consequences of drug abuse
in the National Youth Anti-Drug Media
Campaign and the High-Intensity Drug
Trafficking Area Program known as
HIDTA. It also makes the development
and implementation of Federal drug
policy more streamlined, efficient and
accountable.

H.R. 2829 accomplishes this goal by
implementing a number of meaningful
reforms to ONDCP and to our national
drug control strategy. It provides the
director of the ONDCP with a rank
equal to Cabinet secretaries. While not
affecting the President’s ability to un-
dermine the makeup of his Cabinet, it
will ensure that the director will be
able to interact with other department
heads as an equal peer as this person
coordinates our national drug policies.

This legislation also reaffirms the
role of the ONDCP director as the prin-
cipal coordinator of national drug pol-
icy and enhances effectiveness and ac-
countability in drug treatment by re-
quiring a uniform system of drug treat-
ment evaluation based on results. It
also enhances the national antidrug
abuse media campaign, preserves and
strengthens the High-Intensity Drug
Trafficking Area Program and places a
greater emphasis on providing re-
sources to critical emerging drug
threats that face our country.

Mr. Speaker, we know that the war
on drugs is an ongoing struggle, but
one that is also where we are seeing
improvement, real improvements with
positive real-world effects for Amer-
ican families. As President Bush out-
lined in his State of the Union address,
there has been a 19 percent decline in
overall drug teen use over the last 5
years, which translates into about
700,000 fewer young people using drugs.
I think that is significant. This did not
happen by accident.

But despite the fact that illegal drug
use for 8th, 10th and 12th graders has
been trending down since 2001, Amer-
ican teens still engage in risky drug-re-
lated behavior far too frequently. Na-
tionwide, each day approximately 7,500
children between the ages of 12 and 17
try alcohol for the first time and over
30 percent of high school students re-
port having ridden in a car with a
friend who has been drinking.

Even more alarmingly, each day
about 3,500 teens try marijuana for the
first time, 3,500 teens try marijuana for
the first time every day, and one in
four children have been offered drugs
at school.

Most disturbing of all, 12 million
Americans age 12 and older have tried
what is called methamphetamines,
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known as meth, a drug known prin-
cipally for its equally addictive and de-
structive qualities.

We all know that the battle to keep
our kids drug-free starts at home. Over
two-thirds of teens say that the great-
est risk for them in using marijuana is
upsetting their parents, and we know
that children who are not regularly
monitored by their parents are four
times more likely to use illicit drugs.

Congress has an important role to
play in the process of protecting our
Nation’s families and communities
from the devastating effects of drug
use and drug addiction. This legislation
will allow the ONDCP to continue
fighting on the domestic front in the
war on drugs through comprehensive
efforts like what we call the Major Cit-
ies Initiative, which targets drug abuse
in large metropolitan areas that have
the highest rates of current illicit drug
use by developing inventories of Fed-
eral, State and local resources for pre-
vention, treatment and law enforce-
ment.

By passing this legislation, the
ONDCP will also be empowered to con-
tinue its involvement in a number of
education programs and outreach ac-
tivities whose results are backed by
sound scientific data which have dra-
matically helped to reduce drug addic-
tion across America.

This legislation will also allow
ONDCP to continue its fight on the
international front of the war on drugs.
America has gotten a little bit better
in choking off the supply for drugs
through fostering a closer working re-
lationship with countries, including
our neighbors to the south, including
Mexico, where marijuana cultivation
fell almost 25 percent between 2003 and
2004 and opium poppy cultivation
dropped about 27 percent during that
same time.

In Colombia, the coca crop has de-
clined by more than one-third from its
high point of expansion in 2001, a pat-
tern that holds true for the other large
Andean coca-growing countries of Peru
and Bolivia.

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, America
can by no means declare victory in the
war on drugs. Many challenges lie
ahead in teaching our children to sim-
ply say no and abstain from using
drugs, in protecting our communities
from crime and domestic upheavals
caused by drug use and in disrupting
international markets that bring to
and provide this country with illegal
drugs.

O 1030

But progress is being made in no
small part due to the actions taken by
this Congress, my colleagues who care
very immensely and deeply about the
children and families of our home dis-
tricts, and due to this administration
to continue the fight for our commu-
nities, our children, and our future.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this rule and the underlying legisla-
tion.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak on
the restrictive rule and the underlying
legislation reauthorizing the Office of
National Drug Control Policy.

As our colleague from Texas has al-
ready noted, the rule makes in order 15
amendments to be offered by Members
from both sides of the aisle. But what
he did not mention is that the rule
blocks 10 other amendments which
were considered yesterday in the Rules
Committee. It blocks them from being
offered on the floor today.

Included in the 10 blocked amend-
ments is a proposal offered by my good
friend, Representative BEAN, that
would have required the Government
Accounting Office to examine the unin-
tended effects of hyperactive disorder
drugs.

At a time when more and more chil-
dren and adults are being diagnosed
with some form of attention deficit dis-
order, this study could go a long way
towards helping all of us better under-
stand the problem. Yet my friends in
the majority on the Rules Committee
blocked this amendment from being
considered. Perhaps it is because they
do not want to address the issue, or
perhaps it is because they are trying to
defeat Representative BEAN in Novem-
ber. Whatever the reason, the House
will not have the opportunity to con-
sider this important amendment today
because the rule prohibits it.

The rule also does not permit Rep-
resentative WATERS from offering her
amendment, which would have required
the ONDCP to develop objectives for
reducing drug overdoses and the spread
of HIV/AIDS and hepatitis. Her com-
monsense amendment, too, is blocked
from consideration under the rule. So
while this rule is certainly more gen-
erous than most of those in the past, it
is not by any stretch of the imagina-
tion open.

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to dwell
on the specifics of this legislation,
which we all agree is important and
necessary. I do, however, wish to speak
briefly about the issues facing our com-
munities, mine specifically, due to
drug abuse and our failed efforts to re-
habilitate abusers.

A little history, first. In 1971, Presi-
dent Nixon declared the so-called mod-
ern-day ‘‘war on drugs.”’

He characterized drug abuse as
““America’s Public Enemy No. 1.” He
argued that drug addiction is a public
problem. Since then, since 1971, Con-
gress has attempted to pass laws, or
passed laws, that cracked down on drug
usage and harshly punished those who
used these addictive poisons.

Though our intentions have largely
been sincere, we have yet to institute
policies that reflect a comprehensive
understanding of this continuing prob-
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lem. In America’s black communities,
minimum sentencing guidelines insti-
tuted by Congress and State legisla-
tures for drug offenders and for other
nonviolent crimes have had a lasting
effect that will linger for generations
to come.

Consider this: under current Federal
law, the mandatory minimum sentence
for being caught with 1 ounce of crack
cocaine, a drug that the statistics show
is more likely to be used by blacks
than anyone else in our country, that
mandatory minimum is longer than
the mandatory minimum sentence for
being caught with the exact same
amount of powder cocaine, a drug that
the statistics have shown is more like-
ly to be used by whites than anyone
else.

Even more, mandatory sentencing
guidelines prohibit judges from using
reasonable discretion to rehabilitate
and not incarcerate the persons that
are abusers. As a direct result of these
draconian and discriminatory laws,
black men in America are nearly 10
times more likely to be incarcerated
for drug use than white males, not-
withstanding the fact that they had
the same amount; it was just nuanced
as crack or powder cocaine.

Tens of thousands of black children
are growing up in America in single-
parent households, often plagued by
poverty. Sure, drug usage is certainly a
component of that problem. But the
senseless mandatory locking up of
first-time mnonviolent drug offenders
has done more to tear black and white
families apart in America than almost
anything else.

Drug prevention programs, such as
those authorized in the underlying leg-
islation, are important, as is the Office
of National Drug Control Policy. The
1990 designation of south Florida as a
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area
has been very useful in directing Fed-
eral resources into our region to stop
or attempt to stop the flow of drugs
into the State and country.

I supported efforts under different
programs, different administrations,
Republican and Democratic, when I
was a Federal judge two decades ago. I
continue to support them today.

Nevertheless, I refuse to accept that
our drug policies have had the positive
effect that so many in this body claim.
Drugs are still easily accessible on our
streets and in our schools, and our drug
laws are senseless, outdated, and in
dire need of revision.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to a day
when the Members of this body will be
willing to have a meaningful debate
about the successes and the failures of
Federal drug policies and mandatory
minimum sentencing guidelines. Only
then will we fully recognize how big a
failure our policies have been and take
the necessary, indeed the appropriate,
steps, to rehabilitate, not write off
drug abusers.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, back in 1997 when I was
elected to Congress, I was aware of the
drug issue as it related to not only my
district but, in general, to Texas and
the country. And I became engaged in
working with a group of Members who
were intensely interested in under-
standing, developing a process, a pol-
icy, and a regular format for discussing
drug use in America, those people who
would bring drugs into the country, un-
derstanding how we stopped it, how we
rehabilitated people, how we worked
with law enforcement, how we dealt
with the entire issue of policy from top
to bottom.

One of those leaders at that time who
continues to be one today will be our
next speaker. He is a gentleman who
intensely cares about the issue. He has
traveled internationally, South Amer-
ica, around the world, to become an ex-
pert on not only drugs but also those
things that surround drugs.

As we know, terrorism and terrorists
make money off the money that comes
from wusers in the United States of
America. And so I am pleased to have
at this time the gentleman who is the
vice-chairman of the Criminal Justice
and Drug Policy Subcommittee for
Government Reform and the main au-
thor of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule. In background
with this, I would like to make a cou-
ple of comments about ONDCP and the
drug issues before commenting on the
amendments in particular.

We are, right now, over in the Gov-
ernment Reform Committee passing
the 2006 Congressional Drug Control
Budget and Policy Assessment. If you
want to go to the Government Reform
Web site, look under our sub-
committee, Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy and Human Services, which I
chair, ranking member ELIJAH
CUMMINGS and I have put together a
unanimous report that I believe will be
adopted unanimously through the full
committee as well, that outlines, De-
partment by Department, the budgets
and our concerns with the national
drug control policy.

There are five major concerns in this
overall budget policy assessment that
you will see reflected both in the un-
derlying bill today in ONDCP and the
amendments that are coming to the
floor.

First is the appalling lack of a meth-
amphetamine strategy coming out of
ONDCP and this administration. Indi-
vidual agencies such as DEA have
worked on methamphetamines, but
there is an appalling lack of national
strategy you will see in amendment
after amendment today on the floor,
fully supported by myself and Con-
gressman CUMMINGS.

And we worked helping draft many of
these amendments. The frustration is
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incredible in this body and in the Sen-
ate, and that is reflected in today’s de-
bate and in this report; also interdic-
tion assets, the frustration at an OMB-
driven clause in the Homeland Security
Department that would have separated
narcotics from terrorism. Narcotics are
the number one cause of terrorism
deaths in America.

On September 11, 2001, 3,500 people
died because of terrorism. That fall,
7,600 people died with narcotics abuse
and the terrorism associated with that
in the United States.

The next year, 30,000 people died in
2002. In 2003, 30,000 people died. In 2004,
30,000 people died. Already 7,500 people,
approximately, have died in the United
States. 105,000 people have died related
to drug terrorism and abuse in America
since 9/11.

We need to understand that while we
have to watch for the major terrorist
attacks in America, we are fighting
terrorism in family homes, on the
streets, and in neighborhoods on a
daily basis in every suburban area,
every rural area, and every urban cen-
ter of the United States.

The Office of National Drug Control
Policy, the so-called drug czar’s office,
was a creation of Congress. Senator
BIDEN started it in the Senate. It was
not something that the administration
willingly did.

The administration today says they
do not like this bill. Why do they not
like this bill? They opposed it in my
committee, but it passed unanimously.
They opposed it in the Government Re-
form Committee. It passed unani-
mously. It was accepted by the joint
referrals, and it went to the Judiciary
Committee.

They came up with four proposals
they did not like in it. It turned out
that three, unbeknownst to them, and
quite frankly showing some of our frus-
tration with the drug czar’s office, they
did not even realize that three of the
four amendments that they were ob-
jecting to were asked for by the Judici-
ary Committee, and now they were
asking the Judiciary Committee to
challenge that.

Of course, Chairman SENSENBRENNER
did not take the amendments and
knock them out; they were his in the
Judiciary Committee. The fourth was
the Dawson Community Act that was
added to protect witnesses that was
added by ELIJAH CUMMINGS, the rank-
ing Democrat of my subcommittee, and
had been supported earlier by the ad-
ministration. Then they wanted to
knock it out.

Right up until the Rules Committee,
they were still trying to demote the
drug czar from a Cabinet-level equiva-
lency position. How can he give advice,
and how can he review the budgets, as
this act requires of the State Depart-
ment, of the Defense Department, of
the Department of Homeland Security
if he does not have Cabinet status? It
makes no sense.

They are continually trying to un-
dermine the attempts that we have had
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here. Over the past few years we have
worked together in trying to move this
bill. This bill moved unanimously
through the House the last session of
Congress. We believe we now have a bill
that we will work through with the
Senate as we work with the Repub-
licans and the Democrats in the other
body.

And we believe this bill will become
law if not unanimously, nearly unani-
mously. There are 15 amendments
today. Some amendments did not di-
rectly relate to this bill. But if Mem-
bers want votes on some of these, that
will be fine. We are prepared to accept,
I believe, 13 of the 15 amendments, one
we believe we can work out in con-
ference. We are opposing one.
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This is a bipartisan bill. And for
those who have been concerned about
meth, there is a lot in this bill related
to meth that will force their hands.
But the amendments today will make
it clear that the United States Con-
gress wants some action out of this ad-
ministration on meth. It is bipartisan.
It is suburban, rural, and urban and it
is time that we started to act aggres-
sively.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
ranking member of the Appropriations
Committee.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I am asking the House
to vote down the previous question on
this rule today so that the House might
have an opportunity to consider two
provisions which were dealt with in the
Appropriations Committee yesterday.
As we all know, this country has been
rocked with stories about the potential
purchase of port facilities in this coun-
try by a foreign corporation. I am not
quite sure what the policy ought to be,
but I do know that we ought to have a
policy.

In fact, this country needs to have an
overall policy with respect to the ques-
tion of foreign investment in this coun-
try in general, but we do not. What we
have discovered in this episode is that
when a company such as the port ter-
minal that has been discussed in news-
papers, when a company like that is
purchased by another foreign entity, it
is only at the option of the two parties
who have an economic interest that
our government is even informed that
the transaction is taking place. That is
why our President had to tell the Na-
tion that he did not have a clue about
this port transaction.

Well, our President ought to have a
clue and we ought to have a process
that guarantees that he will be in-
formed and that process should not
rely on the voluntary action of the par-
ties who stand to make money in the
deal.

Yesterday in the Appropriations
Committee we had an amendment
adopted by Mr. LEWIS, the chairman,
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which threw out the Dubai port deal.
But the committee in that process de-
clined to support the Sabo amendment
which would have tried to establish a
process under which this country
would be guaranteed that our govern-
ment would always know when such a
transaction is being contemplated. And
it would have set up a process which
would have assured a time certain for
Presidential action and would have
given the Congress a role to play in
that process.

Without the action of the Sabo
amendment, we are simply, on an ad
hoc basis, taking one action to forbid
one port from being purchased by a for-
eign party but we are still leaving the
country open to other deals about
which our government could know
nothing. I do not think there are 10
people in the Congress who knew, for
instance, that a Chinese corporation
had taken over the port at Long Beach.
It would be nice if our Government
knew things like that.

The only way that we are going to
get something like this done is if we
force the Congress to face the entire
issue. And it seems to me that this bill
is a handy vehicle for doing that. I
know that people will say, ‘“Well, you
are trying to attach a matter to a bill
that does not have anything to do with
the matter at hand.” I would simply
say I have learned plenty from the ma-
jority leadership of this House about
how to do that in the past few years,
and I think we need to take advantage
of that learning at this point to deal
with what is a very serious problem
facing our country on this question.

We need to have a policy on this so
that we do not look as we did yester-
day, like a bunch of chickens flying in
all directions the minute an issue be-
comes controversial. We need to have a
long-term policy to deal with this
issue. The Sabo amendment, as it
amends the Lewis amendment in the
Appropriations Committee yesterday,
would do that. And this bill before us
today would be a decent venue to dis-
cuss that in a broad fashion, which is
why I would urge defeat of the previous
question so that we might be afforded
the opportunity to offer such an
amendment and have the House work
its will on it.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the op-
portunity to hear from the vice chair-
man of the Committee on Government
Reform about this important issue
today, about ONDCP, is important.
Today we have an opportunity to hear
from the youngest member of the Re-
publican leadership, newly elected
chairman of our policy committee; a
young man who is from Florida; a
young man who has been in the thick
of the battle of seeing not only the dev-
astation of drugs but also what com-
munities and what effective law en-
forcement can do in combating drugs.
He is a young man who has an opinion.
He is bringing that opinion to the Re-
publican policy committee. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
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from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM), my col-
league from the Rules Committee.

Mr. PUTNAM. I thank the gentleman
for the time.

Mr. Speaker, drugs are a scourge. It
is a scourge that is not just an inner-
city problem. It has spread like a can-
cer into our small towns, our suburban
areas, farming communities, areas that
used to view the war on drugs with a
certain jaundiced eye as being some-
body else’s problem.

In Florida, unfortunately, we have
been on the cutting edge of this war,
beginning with the cocaine cowboys of
the eighties, the dope runners who
would use our airstrips and grassy
areas to bring things in from the Carib-
bean and from Central America, and we
have seen how it has ripped apart our
communities.

We have seen how it has filled our
schools with children with severe
learning disabilities and developmental
difficulties because of decisions that
their parents made in using these ter-
rible drugs, these highly addictive and
dangerous chemicals. We have seen the
costs that it has on society, and it is
nothing short of a national tragedy. So
I am pleased that there is such bipar-
tisan concern for dealing with this
scourge.

I am heartened by the bipartisan
number of amendments that are being
offered to try and improve upon this
work of really giving the ONDCP the
authority and the teeth that they need
to continue to go after this. This Con-
gress is working together to curtail the
dangerous proliferation of drugs, and
particularly that of methampheta-
mines. Meth abuse is where we really
see a tremendous amount of growth
outside of the cities, outside of those
traditional areas where we have associ-
ated drug use.

My home district in central Florida
is not what you would stereotypically
think of as a high-drug trafficking
area, a high-crime area. It is an area of
suburban bedroom communities for
larger cities and rolling citrus hills and
cattle ranches. The largest city has
less than 80,000 people in it. And yet it
is, unfortunately, on the short list of
major production areas for meth-
amphetamine because of its rural na-
ture, because they can have these labs
in the middle of nowhere, where the
stench from the creation of that ter-
rible drug is not noticed.

In fact, the DEA says that meth has
become the most dangerous drug prob-
lem of small-town America. They note
that young people ages 12 to 14 who
live in small towns are 104 percent
more likely to use meth than young
people living in larger cities. What a
frightening statistic for people who
think that they are escaping big-city
problems when they move to smaller
towns. Meth abuse is most prevalent in
these rural areas, as we said, because
you can set these labs up anywhere
without detection, the more rural the
area is.

My district has seen a huge spike in
meth abuse, meth production, since the
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nineties, which has a direct correlation
to rising crime rates, overcrowded pris-
ons and an impact on local law enforce-
ment and local schools.

I appreciate the work of the Meth
Caucus here in this Congress for con-
tinuing to bring attention to this epi-
demic of methamphetamine abuse. It is
imperative that our Congress ensure
that the Federal Government start
treating this national problem with the
same urgency and the same commit-
ment that our State and local govern-
ments and grassroots advocacy groups
have been treating it with for years.

I urge my colleagues to support the
rule. I appreciate the hard work of Mr.
SOUDER and Mr. SESSIONS and all the
folks who have put so much into this,
and I urge Members to support the un-
derlying bill as well.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Speaker, I will be asking Mem-
bers to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous ques-
tion so I can amend this rule to allow
a vote today to block the President’s
plan to turn over our Nation’s ports to
a government-run company in Dubai.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous materials imme-
diately prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENT). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. My
amendment provides that immediately
after the House adopts this rule, it will
bring up legislation that does two
things, undergirding what my good
friend, the ranking member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, Mr. OBEY,
mentioned in his remarks earlier.

First, it stops the President from
moving forward with his deal to trans-
fer operations at a number of our Na-
tion’s busiest ports, including the Port
of Miami immediately south of my dis-
trict, to the Government of Dubai
state-owned Dubai Ports World. This is
the identical language that was offered
in the Appropriations Committee yes-
terday by Chairman LEWIS and later
adopted by the committee on yester-
day.

Secondly, the legislation would
strengthen the process by which our
government reviews future foreign
takeovers. Specifically, it would re-
quire that all foreign transactions that
could result in foreign control of any
entity engaged in interstate commerce
to undergo a thorough review that
mandates the direct involvement of the
President and the Congress. Whatever
Members believe about the Dubai
agreement, the House should be guar-
anteed an up-or-down vote on whether
or not we want to turn control of a sig-
nificant number of our Nation’s ports
over to a company that is owned by a
foreign government.

This administration, without con-
sulting the Congress, negotiated a se-
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cret backroom deal to turn the man-
agement of our vital ports over to a
foreign entity. The House must be in-
volved in this process that directly af-
fects our national security now and in
the future. We are sent to Washington
to protect this Nation and its citizens.
We owe it to them to make sure this
type of deal is never allowed to slip
through the system again.

I want to emphasize that this vote,
the vote on whether to order the pre-
vious question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote
against ordering the previous question
is a vote against the agenda of the Re-
publican majority. A ‘“no” vote will
allow those of us concerned about the
safety and security of America’s ports
to offer an alternative plan right here
and right now.
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It is a vote to consider homeland se-
curity priorities for the American peo-
ple which the majority today has re-
fused to consider.

I urge all Members to vote ‘‘no’ on
the previous question so we can bring
up legislation that gives Congress the
right to cast a vote and be heard on
this matter of significant national se-
curity. I wish to repeat that: I urge all
Members, both sides, to vote ‘“‘no’” on
the previous question so we can bring
up legislation so that we can do our job
that gives Congress the right, just the
right, to cast a vote and to be heard on
this matter of significant national se-
curity.

Vote ‘“no” on the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the op-
portunity to be on the floor today to
talk about the ONDCP, the Office of
National Drug Control Policy, and the
reauthorization of that important act
is why we are here today, and I do un-
derstand that the gentleman from
Florida and the gentleman from Wis-
consin have some very strong feelings
about some other issues that are not
germane to the discussion of ONDCP.

I would also note that I am sure
there will be a discussion today as we
adjourn between the leadership parties,
as they always meet on the floor to
talk about thoughts, issues and ideas;
and I am sure part of that discussion is
going to be about the process that has
been discussed through the Appropria-
tions Committee, where there appears
to be bipartisan agreement on moving
forward on that important legislation.

However, today, I encourage all my
friends and colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to maintain their focus on
what the attempt is today, and that is
to support the rule that reauthorizes
ONDCP on behalf of America’s families
and for our future.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to conclude
my remarks by reminding my col-
leagues that defeating the previous
question is an exercise in futility be-
cause the minority wants to offer an
amendment that would otherwise be
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ruled out of order as nongermane. So
their vote or the request is really one
without substance.

The previous question vote itself is
simply a procedural motion to close de-
bate on this rule that we are speaking
about and proceed to vote on its adop-
tion. The vote has no substantive pol-
icy implications whatsoever. Mr.
Speaker, at this point I will insert in
the RECORD an explanation of the pre-
vious question.

THE PREVIOUS QUESTION VOTE: WHAT DOES IT
MEAN?

House Rule XIX (‘‘Previous Question’’) pro-
vides in part that:

There shall be a motion for the previous
question, which, being ordered, shall have
the effect of cutting off all debate and bring-
ing the House to a direct vote on the imme-
diate question or questions on which it has
been ordered.

In the case of a special rule or order of
business resolution reported from the House
Rules Committee, providing for the consider-
ation of a specified legislative measure, the
previous question is moved following the one
hour of debate allowed for under House
Rules.

The vote on the previous question is sim-
ply a procedural vote on whether to proceed
to an immediate vote on adopting the resolu-
tion that sets the ground rules for debate
and amendment on the legislation it would
make in order. Therefore, the previous ques-
tion has no substantive legislative or policy
implications whatsoever.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. HASTINGS of Florida is as fol-
lows:

PREVIOUS QUESTION ON H. RES. 7T13—RULE

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 2829

At the end of the resolution add the fol-
lowing new sections:

“SEC. 2. Immediately upon the adoption of
this resolution it shall be in order without
intervention of any point of order to con-
sider in the House a bill consisting of the
text specified in Section 3 to prohibit the
merger, acquisition, or takeover of Penin-
sular and Oriental Steam Navigation Com-
pany by Dubai Ports World and for other
purposes. The bill shall be considered as read
for amendment. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill to final
passage without intervening motion except:
(1) 60 minutes of debate equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Finan-
cial Services; and (2) one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.”

SEC. 3. The text referred to in section 2 is
as follows:

A BILL

To prohibit the merger, acquisition, or
takeover of Peninsular and Oriental Steam
Navigation Company by Dubai Ports World
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SEC. 1. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able in this Act or any other act may be used
to take any action under section 721 of the
Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C.
App. 2170) or any other provision of law to
approve or otherwise allow the acquisition of
any leases, contracts, rights, or other obliga-
tions of P&O Ports by Dubai Ports World or
any other legal entity affiliated with or con-
trolled by Dubai Ports World.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law or any prior action or decision by or on
behalf of the President under section 721 of
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the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C.

App. 2170), the acquisition of any leases, con-

tracts, rights, or other obligations of P&O

Ports by Dubai Ports World or any other

legal entity affiliated with or controlled by

Dubai Ports World is hereby prohibited and

shall have no effect.

(c) The limitation in subsection (a) and the
prohibition in subsection (b) applies with re-
spect to the acquisition of any leases, con-
tracts, rights, or other obligations on or
after January 1, 2006.

(d) In this section:

(1) The term “P&O Ports” means P&O
Ports, North America, a United States sub-
sidiary of the Peninsular and Oriental Steam
Navigation Company, a company that is a
national of the United Kingdom.

(2) The term ‘“Dubai Ports World”’ means
Dubai Ports World, a company that is partly
owned and controlled by the Government of
the United Arab Emirates.

SEC. 2. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law and any prior action or decision
by or on behalf of the President, the Presi-
dent shall exercise the authority under Sec-
tion 721 of the Defense Production Act of 1950
(50 U.S.C. App. 2170) to prohibit the merger,
acquisition, or takeover of P&O Ports by
Dubai Ports World.

(b) INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN TRANS-
ACTIONS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY IMPLICA-
TIONS.—Section 721 of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170) is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 721. INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN TRANS-
ACTIONS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY
IMPLICATIONS.

‘“‘(a) INVESTIGATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon receiving written
notification, as prescribed by regulations
under this section, of any merger, acquisi-
tion, or takeover proposed or pending on or
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion by or with any foreign person which
could result in foreign control of any person
engaged in interstate commerce in the
United States, the President, acting through
the President’s designee and the Committee
on Foreign Investment in the United States
shall conduct an investigation to determine
the effects, if any, of the proposed or pending
merger, acquisition, or takeover on the na-
tional security of the United States.

‘(2) TIMING.—Any investigation required
under paragraph (1) shall be completed be-
fore the end of the 75-day period beginning
on the date of the receipt by the President or
the President’s designee of written notifica-
tion of the proposed or pending merger, ac-
quisition, or takeover.

““(b) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any information or doc-
umentary material filed with the President
or the President’s designee pursuant to this
section shall be exempt from disclosure
under section 552 of title 5, United States
Code, and no such information or documen-
tary material may be made public, except as
may be relevant to any administrative or ju-
dicial action or proceeding.

“(2) AVAILABILITY TO THE CONGRESS.—No
provision of paragraph (1) shall be construed
as preventing the disclosure of any informa-
tion or documentary material to either
House of Congress or to any duly authorized
committee or subcommittee of the Congress.

‘‘(c) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN INVESTMENT IN
THE UNITED STATES.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Committee on
Foreign Investment in the United States es-
tablished pursuant to Executive Order No.
11858 (hereafter in this section referred to as
the ‘Committee’) shall be a multi-agency
committee to carry out this section and such
other assignments as the President may des-
ignate.

“(2) MEMBERSHLP.—The Committee shall
be comprised of the following members:
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““(A) The Secretary of the Treasury.

‘“(B) The Secretary of State.

‘(C) The Secretary of Defense.

‘(D) The Secretary of Homeland Security.

‘“(E) The Attorney General.

‘“(F') The Secretary of Commerce.

‘(G) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

‘“(H) The United States Trade Representa-
tive.

“(I) The Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisors.

““(J) The Director of the Office of Science
and Technology Policy.

‘“(3) CHAIRPERSON.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall be the Chairperson of the
Committee.

‘‘(4) OTHER MEMBERS.—The Chairperson of
the Committee shall involve the heads of
such other Federal agencies, the Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs,
and the Assistant to the President for Do-
mestic Policy in any investigation under
subsection (a) as the Chairperson determines
to be appropriate on the basis of the facts
and circumstances of the transaction under
investigation.

‘() ROLE OF THE DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL IN-
TELLIGENCE.—The Director of National Intel-
ligence shall provide appropriate intelligence
analysis and intelligence briefings to the
Committee.

¢“(d) ACTION BY THE PRESIDENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No proposed or pending
acquisition, merger, or takeover, of a person
engaged in interstate commerce in the
United States by or with foreign persons
may occur unless the President, on the basis
of an investigation and report by the Com-
mittee, finds that such acquisition, merger
or takeover, will not threaten to impair the
national security of the United States, as de-
fined by regulations prescribed pursuant to
this section, and approves the transaction.

‘(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The President shall di-
rect the Attorney General to seek appro-
priate relief, including divestment relief, in
the district courts ofthe United States in
order to implement and enforce—

““(A) any finding, action, or determination
under this section of disapproval of an acqui-
sition, merger, or takeover; or

‘“(B) any conditions imposed on any ap-
proval of any acquisition, merger, or take-
over.

“(3) FINALITY OF DETERMINATIONS.—AI1l ac-
tions and determinations under this section
shall be final and not subject to judicial re-
view.

‘‘(e) FINDINGS BY THE PRESIDENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A finding under this sec-
tion of impairment or threatened impair-
ment to national security shall be based on
credible evidence that leads the President to
believe that—

‘“(A) the foreign interest exercising control
might take action that threatens to impair
the national security; and

‘(B) other provisions of law do not provide
adequate and appropriate authority for the
President to protect the national security.

‘“(2) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.—AnNy in-
vestigation under this section shall take into
account the following factors:

““(A) Domestic production needed for pro-
jected national defense requirements.

‘“(B) The capability and capacity of domes-
tic industries to meet national defense re-
quirements, including the availability of
human resources, products, technology, ma-
terials, and other supplies and services.

¢“(C) The control of domestic industries and
commercial activity by foreign citizens as it
affect the capability and capacity of the
United States to meet the requirements of
national security.

‘(D) The potential effects of the proposed
or pending transaction on sales of military
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goods, equipment,
country—

‘(i) identified by the Secretary of State—

‘(D under section 6(j) of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979, as a country that sup-
ports terrorism;

“(IT) under section 6(1) of the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1979, as a country of con-
cern regarding missile proliferation; or

‘“(IIT) under section 6(m) of the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1979, as a country of con-
cern regarding the proliferation of chemical
and biological weapons; or

‘“(ii) listed under section 309(c) of the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 on the
‘Nuclear Non-Proliferation-Special Country
List’ (16 C.F.R. Part 778, Supplement No. 4)
or any successor list.

‘““(E) The potential effects on the proposed
or pending transaction on United States
international technological leadership in
areas affecting United States national secu-
rity.

¢“(f) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—Upon mak-
ing any determination to approve or dis-
approve any merger, acquisition, or takeover
by or with any foreign person which could
result in foreign control of any person en-
gaged in interstate commerce in the United
States, the President shall immediately
transmit to the Secretary of the Senate and
the Clerk of the House of Representatives a
written report of the President’s determina-
tion under this section to approve or dis-
approve such merger, acquisition, or take-
over, including a detailed explanation of the
finding made and factors considered.

*‘(g) CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the determination of
the President contained in the report trans-
mitted to the Congress under subsection (f)
is that the President will approve any merg-
er, acquisition, or takeover under subsection
(d) and not later than 30 days after the date
on which Congress receives the report, a
joint resolution described in paragraph (2) is
enacted into law, then the President shall
take such action under subsection (d) as is
necessary to prohibit the merger, acquisi-
tion, or takeover, including, if such acquisi-
tion has been completed, directing the Attor-
ney General to seek divestment or other ap-
propriate relief in the district courts of the
United States.

‘(2) JOINT RESOLUTION DESCRIBED.—For
purposes of paragraph (1), the term ‘joint
resolution’ means a joint resolution of the
Congress, the sole matter after the resolving
clause of which is as follows: ‘That the Con-
gress disapproves the determination of ap-
proval of the President contained in the re-
port submitted to Congress pursuant to sec-
tion 721(f) of the Defense Production Act of
1950 on .’, with the blank space being
filled with the appropriate date.

‘“(3) COMPUTATION OF REVIEW PERIOD.—In
computing the 30-day period referred to in
paragraph (1), there shall be excluded any
day described in section 154(b) of the Trade
Act of 1974.

‘‘(h) REGULATIONS.—The President shall di-
rect the issuance of regulations to carry out
this section. Such regulations shall, to the
extent possible, minimize paperwork burdens
and shall to the extent possible coordinate
reporting requirements under this section
with reporting requirements under any other
provision of Federal law.

‘(i) EFFECT ON OTHER LAW.—No provision
of this section shall be construed as altering
or affecting any existing authority, power,
process, regulation, investigation, enforce-
ment measure, or review provided by any
other provision of law.

“(j) TECHNOLOGY RISK ASSESSMENTS.—In
any case in which an assessment of the risk
of diversion of defense critical technology is
performed by the Committee or any other

or technology to any
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designee of the President, a copy of such as-
sessment shall be provided to any other des-
ignee of the President responsible for review-
ing or investigating a merger, acquisition, or
takeover under this section.

“(k) BIENNIAL REPORT ON CRITICAL TECH-
NOLOGIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to assist the
Congress in its oversight responsibilities
with respect to this section, the President
and such agencies as the President shall des-
ignate shall complete and furnish to the Con-
gress, not later than May 1, 2007, and upon
the expiration of every 2 years thereafter, a
report, both in classified and unclassified
form, which—

““(A) evaluates whether there is credible
evidence of a coordinated strategy by 1 or
more countries or companies to acquire
United States companies involved in re-
search, development, or production of crit-
ical technologies for which the United States
is a leading producer; and

‘“(B) evaluates whether there are industrial
espionage activities directed or directly as-
sisted by foreign governments against pri-
vate United States companies aimed at ob-
taining commercial secrets related to crit-
ical technology.

‘(2) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘critical technologies’
means technologies identified under title VI
of the National Science and Technology Pol-
icy, Organization, and Priorities Act of 1976
or other critical technology, critical compo-
nents, or critical technology items essential
to national defense or security identified
pursuant to this section.

‘(1) BIENNIAL REPORT ON CRITICAL INFRA-
STRUCTURE.—In order to assist the Congress
in its oversight responsibilities, the Presi-
dent and such agencies as the President shall
designate shall complete and furnish to the
Congress, not later than 90 days after the
date of enactment of this subsection and
upon the expiration of every 2 years there-
after, a report, both in classified and unclas-
sified form, which—

‘(1) lists all critical infrastructure, as de-
fined under subtitle B of Title II of Public
Law 107-296, that is owned, controlled or
dominated by an alien, a foreign corporation,
or a foreign government;

‘“(2) evaluates whether there is credible
evidence of a coordinated strategy by 1 or
more countries or companies to acquire
United States critical infrastructure; and

‘(3) evaluates whether there are industrial
espionage activities directed or directly as-
sisted by foreign governments against pri-
vate United States companies controlling
critical infrastructure.”.

(b) APPROPRIATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby appro-
priated to the Secretary of the Treasury as
an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries and Ex-
penses’ for operation of the Committee on
Foreign Investments in the United States,
$10,000,000.

(2) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The amount
appropriated in this subsection is designated
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Con-
gress), the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2006.

(3) TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—Any amount ap-
propriated in this subsection may be trans-
ferred to any agency that is a core member
of the Committee on Foreign Investments in
the United States in order for such agency to
carry out its member responsibilities.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (b) shall apply to the re-
view and investigation of any acquisition,
merger, or takeover which is or becomes sub-
ject to section 721 of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170) (as in effect
immediately before the date of the enact-

H801

ment of this Act or on or after such date)

that has not become final before the date of

the enactment of this Act.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT IT
REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: Although
it is generally not possible to amend the rule
because the majority Member controlling
the time will not yield for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, the same result may
be achieved by voting down the previous
question on the rule ... When the motion
for the previous question is defeated, control
of the time passes to the Member who led the
opposition to ordering the previous question.
That Member, because he then controls the
time, may offer an amendment to the rule,
or yield for the purpose of amendment.”

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question
on a resolution reported from the Committee
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question,
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate
thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda to offer an alternative plan.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENT). The question is on ordering the
previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for any electronic vote on
the question of adoption of the resolu-
tion.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 223, nays
195, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 33]

BEvi-

YEAS—223

Aderholt Fossella McCaul (TX)
Akin Foxx McCotter
Alexander Franks (AZ) McCrery
Bachus Frelinghuysen McHenry
Baker Gallegly McHugh
Barrett (SC) Garrett (NJ) McKeon
Bartlett (MD) Gibbons McMorris
Barton (TX) Gilchrest Mica
Bass Gillmor Miller (FL)
Beauprez Gingrey Miller (MI)
Biggert Gohmert Miller, Gary
Bilirakis Goode Moran (KS)
Bishop (UT) Goodlatte Murphy
Blackburn Granger Musgrave
Blunt Graves Myrick
Boehlert Green (WI) Neugebauer
Boehner Gutknecht Ney
Bonilla Hall Northup
Bonner Harris Nunes
Bono Hart Nussle
Boozman Hastings (WA) Osborne
Boustany Hayes Otter
Bradley (NH) Hayworth Oxley
Brady (TX) Hefley Paul
Brown (SC) Hensarling Pearce
Brown-Waite, Herger Pence

Ginny Hobson Peterson (PA)
Burgess Hoekstra Petri
Buyer Hostettler Pickering
Calvert Hulshof Pitts
Camp (MI) Hunter Poe
Campbell (CA) Hyde Pombo
Cannon Inglis (SC) Porter
Cantor Issa Price (GA)
Capito Istook Pryce (OH)
Carter Jenkins Putnam
Castle Jindal Radanovich
Chabot Johnson (CT) Ramstad
Chocola Johnson (IL) Regula
Coble Johnson, Sam Rehberg
Cole (OK) Jones (NC) Reichert
Crenshaw Keller Renzi
Cubin Kelly Reynolds
Culberson Kennedy (MN) Rogers (AL)
Davis (KY) King (IA) Rogers (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann King (NY) Rogers (MI)
Davis, Tom Kingston Rohrabacher
Deal (GA) Kirk Ros-Lehtinen
DeLay Kline Royce
Dent Knollenberg Ryan (WI)
Diaz-Balart, L. Kolbe Ryun (KS)
Diaz-Balart, M. Kuhl (NY) Saxton
Doolittle LaHood Schmidt
Drake Latham Schwarz (MI)
Dreier LaTourette Sensenbrenner
Duncan Leach Sessions
Ehlers Lewis (CA) Shadegg
Emerson Lewis (KY) Shaw
English (PA) Linder Sherwood
Everett LoBiondo Shimkus
Feeney Lucas Shuster
Ferguson Lungren, Daniel  Simmons
Flake E. Simpson
Foley Mack Smith (NJ)
Forbes Manzullo Smith (TX)
Fortenberry Marchant Sodrel
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Souder Tiahrt Weller
Stearns Tiberi Westmoreland
Stupak Turner Whitfield
Sullivan Upton Wicker
Tancredo Walden (OR) Wilson (NM)
Taylor (NC) Walsh Wilson (SC)
Terry Wamp Wolf
Thomas Weldon (FL) Young (AK)
Thornberry Weldon (PA) Young (FL)
NAYS—195
Abercrombie Grijalva Oberstar
Ackerman Gutierrez Obey
Allen Harman Olver
Andrews Hastings (FL) Ortiz
Baca Herseth Owens
Baird Higgins Pallone
Baldwin Hinchey Pascrell
Barrow Hinojosa Pastor
R L v
Pelosi
Berkley Honda Peterson (MN)
Berman Hooley Pl
atts
Berry Hoyer Pomeroy
Bishop (GA) Inslee Price (NC)
Bishop (NY) Israel
Blumenauer Jackson (IL) Rahall
Boren Jackson-Lee Rangel
Boswell (TX) Reyes
Boucher Jefferson Ross
Boyd Johnson, E. B. Rothman
Brady (PA) Jones (OH) Roybal-Allard
Brown (OH) Kanjorski Ruppersberger
Brown, Corrine Kaptur Rush
Butterfield Kennedy (RI) Ryan (OH)
Capps Kildee Sabo
Capuano Kilpatrick (MI) Sanchez, Linda
Cardin Kind T.
Cardoza Kucinich Sanchez, Loretta
Carnahan Langevin Sanders
Carson Lantos Schakowsky
Case Larsen (WA) Schiff
Chandler Larson (CT) Schwartz (PA)
Clay Lee Scott (GA)
Cleaver Levin Scott (VA)
Clyburn Lewis (GA) Serrano
Conyers Lipinski Sherman
Cooper Lofgren, Zoe Skelton
Costello Lowey Slaughter
Cramer Lynch Smith (WA)
Crowley Maloney Snyder
Cuellar Markey Solis
Cummmgs Marshall Spratt
Davis (AL) Matheson Stark
Dayvis (CA) Matsui "
Davis (IL) McCarthy ,?,;iﬁgand
Davis (TN) McCollum (MN) Tauscher
DeFazio McDermott
DeGette McGovern Taylor (MS)
Delahunt McIntyre Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
DeLauro McNulty Tierne
Dicks Meehan Townsy
Dingell Meek (FL)
Doggett Meeks (NY) Udall (CO)
Doyle Melancon Udall (NM)
Edwards Michaud Van Hollen
Emanuel Millender- Velazquez
Engel McDonald Visclosky
Eshoo Miller (NC) Wasserman
Etheridge Miller, George Schultz
Farr Mollohan Waters
Fattah Moore (KS) Watson
Filner Moore (WI) Watt
Frank (MA) Moran (VA) Waxman
Gerlach Murtha Wexler
Gordon Nadler Woolsey
Green, Al Napolitano Wu
Green, Gene Neal (MA) Wynn

NOT VOTING—14

Burton (IN) Fitzpatrick (PA) Salazar
Conaway Ford Shays
Costa Gonzalez Sweeney
Dayvis (FL) McKinney Weiner
Evans Norwood

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

DENT) (during the vote). There are 2

minutes remaining in this vote.
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Mr. TOWNS and Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to
“nay.”

Mr. GOHMERT changed his vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”
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So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, today, March
9, 2006, | missed rollcall vote No. 33, H. Res.
713, on ordering the previous question to pro-
vide for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2829) to
reauthorize the Office of National Drug Control
Policy Act. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea” on rollcall vote 33.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, this morning, we
voted on the previous question on the rule for
H.R 2829, the Office of National Drug Control
Policy. At the time that the vote was called, |
was in the Energy and Commerce Committee
participating in a hearing regarding the Depart-
ment of Energy Budget. In my rush to go from
the hearing to the House floor and for more
meetings, | inadvertently voted “yes” on the
previous question rather than “no” as | had in-
tended.

While | know that my vote would not have
changed the outcome of the previous question
vote, | feel strongly that the House should be
allowed the opportunity to consider legislation
that would block the Dubai port deal and
strengthen the review process for future for-
eign port deals | would like the RECORD to re-
flect that | intended to vote “no”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). The question is on the reso-
lution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 2829.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

—————

OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CON-
TROL POLICY REAUTHORIZATION
ACT OF 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 713 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2829.

0O 1129
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2829) to
reauthorize the Office of National Drug
Control Policy Act, with Mr. BONNER in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered read the
first time.

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER) and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CUMMINGS) each will control
30 minutes.



March 9, 2006

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana.
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Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. ToMm DAVIS), chairman of the
Committee on Government Reform.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in strong sup-
port of H.R. 2829, the Office of National
Drug Control Policy Reauthorization
Act. Since its inception, the Office of
National Drug Control Policy, better
known as ONDCP, has been the corner-
stone of drug policy in America, im-
proving the lives of all Americans by
reducing the presence of drugs in our
society. This office has been producing
results Americans need and want. Teen
drug use is on the decline, and ONDCP
deserves much of the credit for that.

ONDCP’s success means we are faced
not with the question of whether to re-
authorize it, but how best to do so. The
many positive signs and trends re-
ported in this year’s National Drug
Control Strategy clearly demonstrate
the difference the office can make with
adequate resources and sound policy.

Drug use and abuse is a national cri-
sis that affects the health of all of our
citizens, and because of this ONDCP
must remain an active body in the ex-
ecutive office. In order to win the war
on drugs, we need to address the prob-
lem of drugs in our society from every
single angle. This legislation gives
ONDCP the appropriate resources to
stop drug use before it starts, heal drug
users, and disrupt drug markets.

We all know that drugs affect people
from all walks of life. Addiction does
not discriminate. A strong national
drug policy is in the interest of every
American. Mr. Chairman, this bill we
bring to the floor today was crafted in
true bipartisan fashion. It is a product
of careful negotiations and strong bi-
partisan agreement. We aim to provide
the best possible support for the ad-
ministration and Director Walters in
implementing the President’s strategy,
making a strong office even stronger.

We sought to make ONDCP more effi-
cient by reducing outdated reporting
and structural requirements required
by law. The bill also improves ONDCP
and its programs by enhancing effec-
tiveness and accountability in drug
treatment and requiring greater dili-
gence in addressing our Nation’s meth-
amphetamine epidemic.

We also gave significant attention to
reforms of the National Youth Anti-
Drug Media Campaign and the HIDTA
program to make them more effective.
Both of these programs have grown in
ways that were not originally intended,
and the bill reflects the desire to en-
sure the programs remain accountable
and dedicated to their core purposes.

This bill recognizes the media cam-
paign as an effective prevention tool
and important element of the Federal
Government’s commitment to reducing
teen drug use. We have all seen the
well-known advertisements on subjects
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such as drugs and terrorism, the con-
sequences of marijuana use and par-
enting skills. These advertisements
carry important messages to youth
about the consequences of abuse and
remind parents of the importance of
keeping kids away from drugs. The
media campaign works, and the mes-
sage is being heard. It is preventing
drug abuse before it starts.

When it comes to addressing the
complex dilemma of drug addiction,
prevention is only one part of the equa-
tion. Treatment of substance abuse and
addiction is also essential. Because ad-
diction has so many dimensions and
disrupts multiple aspects of an individ-
ual’s life, treatment is never easy.
Drug users need the support of family,
friends, and institutions to help guide
them in treatment and recovery. This
bill gives ONDCP the tools to maintain
and strengthen programs so Americans
who need help can receive it and begin
on a path to recovery.

It also recognizes an important part
of helping the addict is to remove the
supply of drugs from our society. I
have been to Colombia with Chairman
SOUDER on numerous occasions. It is
apparent to me that ONDCP is making
every effort to attack the economic
basis of the drug trade by disrupting
markets at home and abroad. We need
to continue to wage war on the supply
side of the drug equation while re-
affirming our commitment to address-
ing the demand side as well.

I want to thank Chairman SOUDER,
Ranking Member CUMMINGS, and my
ranking member, HENRY WAXMAN, for
their leadership and hard work on this
reauthorization legislation. I am happy
we could reach bipartisan agreement
on this bill since there is no place for
partisanship in protecting our children
against drugs. This bipartisanship was
reflected in a unanimous vote to pass
this bill out of our committee.

I am confident that we have put to-
gether a cohesive, effective piece of
legislation that gives ONDCP the nec-
essary tools to reduce elicit drug use,
manufacturing, trafficking, drug-re-
lated crime and violence and drug-re-
lated health consequences.

America’s families need this legisla-
tion. I urge support of all of my col-
leagues for H.R. 2829 to reauthorize the
Office of National Drug Control Policy.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
WAXMAN), the ranking member of the
Committee on Government Reform.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to support H.R. 2829, which reauthor-
izes the Office of National Drug Con-
trol Policy, ONDCP, including its Na-
tional Youth Anti-Drug Media Cam-
paign and High Intensity Drug Traf-
ficking Areas, HIDTA, programs.

I want to begin by acknowledging the
efforts of Mr. SOUDER and Mr.
CUMMINGS, the chairman and the rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and
Human Resources. They have worked
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tirelessly to develop this legislation.
They are true leaders in the fight
against drug abuse. I would like to rec-
ognize Chairman DAVIS as well for the
bipartisan way he has approached this
issue.

Drug use is an enormous problem in
our Nation, ruining lives, filling our
prisons and sometimes terrorizing our
communities. Many people are not
even aware how drugs adversely affect
them. In addition to those addicted and
their families, drug abuse affects all of
us. Theft and violent crime are closely
tied to drug abuse. In addition, billions
of dollars are spent on health care due
to drug abuse, a burden to the entire
Nation.

In order to combat illegal drug use,
the Federal Government must attack
from different avenues using many
agencies of the government. For exam-
ple, the State Department works with
other countries. The Drug Enforcement
Agency enforces drug laws. The De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices must deal with breaking addiction.
ONDCP’s mandate is to coordinate all
of these efforts in a comprehensive
strategy, coordinating with State,
local, and international governments
and institutions.

The bill before us today ensures that
there is one place in the Federal Gov-
ernment that combats all aspects of
the drug problem through drug preven-
tion, treatment, enforcement, interdic-
tion, and supply reduction. ONDCP has
a vital role to play in our efforts to re-
duce the use of illegal drugs. I urge my
colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’ on passage of
this legislation.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank Chairman SOUDER and Mr.
CUMMINGS, and let me draw your atten-
tion to a specific section of the bill
that I think is troubling not only to
most Members of Congress but law en-
forcement throughout our country, and
that is the increasing use and produc-
tion of methamphetamines. This is a
uniquely dangerous drug that is ex-
tremely addictive and ruins its vic-
tims. ‘“Methamphetamine suddenly be-
comes this thing in their life that they
cannot do without,” stated Attorney
General Alberto Gonzales. ‘‘In terms of
damage to children and to our society,
meth is now the most dangerous drug
in America.”

Consider the following facts: meth is
the number one drug problem for the
majority of county law enforcement
agencies. According to the National
Association of Counties, 58 percent of
counties report that meth has become
their top anti-drug priority for law en-
forcement. In many areas, meth cases
are swamping hospital emergency
rooms. In one NACO survey, 47 percent
of hospitals said meth is the top illicit
drug involved in patient presentation.
The great majority of these patients
are uninsured, placing a tremendous
added burden on already strained emer-
gency rooms.
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As the meth epidemic spreads, other
crimes are bred. Wherever meth gains a
foothold, substantial increases in prop-
erty crime are seen as addicts des-
perately seek cash to fund their addic-
tion. In affected areas, a 62 percent in-
crease in domestic violence due to
meth has been reported.

Meth is a major cause of child abuse
and neglect. Domestic meth labs create
environments hazardous to children. A
nationwide survey of child welfare offi-
cials has reported an increase of out-of-
home placements because of meth just
in the last year alone. In California,
the figure is 80 percent.

Many States, and now the Federal
Government through the Methamphet-
amine Epidemic Control Act, have
taken decisive steps to strangle domes-
tic meth production by cutting off the
supplies of essential precursor chemi-
cals like pseudoephedrine.

And with the passage of this law, we
will also implement the following: re-
quire greater diligence on meth-
amphetamine. The bill will require fu-
ture installments of the National Drug
Control Strategy to place greater em-
phasis on identifying emerging threats
and properly preparing strategies to re-
spond to such threats. This applies the
lesson learned from the meth epidemic,
which was allowed to spread from a re-
gional to a national problem before any
Federal response was made.

In this bill, we will target meth pro-
duction through HIDTA. No less than
$15 million will be specifically set aside
for law enforcement initiatives against
meth trafficking.

Those provisions alone show why this
bill is so critically important in its re-
authorization. This will help law en-
forcement and counties, and we pray it
will help families, because if you have
seen any of the articles about the
abuse of methamphetamines, you see
how a thriving human being became
addicted to this drug and has dev-
astated their life and their future.

So we work together in a bipartisan
way to see if we can help local govern-
ments eradicate this scourge among
our society. I thank Chairman SOUDER
and the ranking member, Mr.
CUMMINGS, for their team effort on
solving some drug problems that face
this country.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, as we stand here de-
bating this important legislation be-
fore us today, illegal drug abuse, drug
addiction, and drug-related violence
are exacting an enormous toll on our
society, destroying lives, tearing apart
families and devastating entire com-
munities. Nationwide, drug abuse will
contribute to the loss of 50,000 lives,
and more than 20,000 Americans will
die as a direct consequence of illegal
drug use this year alone.

In addition to the human toll, illegal
drug abuse results in billions of dollars
in cost to our Nation in health care
costs and lost economic productivity,
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placing an enormous burden on the
American people, State and local gov-
ernments, businesses and other institu-
tions.

This set of circumstances is simply
intolerable in a compassionate Nation,
and it is our duty as the people’s rep-
resentatives to formulate laws and
policies to reduce the scope and sever-
ity of this problem.

To be sure, America’s drug problem
is national in scope and has inter-
national dimensions. But its impact,
first of all, is personal and local. In one
way or another, every one of us and ev-
eryone we know is touched by this
problem. Unfortunately, I see the trag-
edy of drug abuse and drug violence
play out all too starkly in my own
inner-city Baltimore neighborhood and
in the communities of Baltimore and
Howard counties that I represent. I
have made a deliberate choice to con-
tinue to live where I do because I am
determined to see our efforts here
make a difference in my community
for the benefit of the people I call my
friends and neighbors and people like
them across this great Nation.

Mr. Chairman, no single event is
more emblematic of the severe prob-
lems that inner-city Baltimoreans face
than the horrific arson murder of
Carmell and Angela Dawson and their
five children in 2002. In the wee morn-
ing hours of October 16, 2002, a young
drug dealer, upset with Angela
Dawson’s unrelenting efforts to report
drug distribution activities occurring
in front of her family’s home, threw a
fire bomb through the Dawsons’
ground-floor window. The fire set the
home ablaze, took seven lives, and sent
a chilling message to the community:
Don’t snitch, don’t cooperate with the
police, and don’t dare fight back.

The legislation we are considering
today is a vital component of our Fed-
eral commitment to fight back against
illegal drugs by mounting a com-
prehensive, coordinated effort to com-
bat all aspects of the drug problem
through drug prevention, treatment,
enforcement, interdiction and supply
reduction.

The Office of National Drug Control
Policy, the drug czar’s office, was cre-
ated in 1988 and has been reauthorized
twice, in 1993 and 1998. Its basic man-
date is to coordinate and support the
efforts of drug control agencies located
in eight different Departments.
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H.R. 2829 would reauthorize the drug
czar’s office and three key programs
administered by it: the High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Areas program,
HIDTA; the Counterdrug Technology
Assessment Center, CTAC; and the Na-
tional Youth Anti-Drug Media Cam-
paign. HIDTA, CTAC, and the Media
Campaign all play an important part in
executing key aspects of the National
Drug Control Strategy, and they de-
serve to be reauthorized.

H.R. 2829 was ordered reported by the
Government Reform, Energy and Com-
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merce, and Judiciary committees by
voice vote with the bipartisan support
of committee members. I am confident
that this bill will strengthen ONDCP,
its component programs, and our na-
tional comprehensive anti-drug effort
by providing for increased interagency
communication and cooperation, en-
hanced program and contractor ac-
countability, and continuous evalua-
tion of anti-drug programs and initia-
tives. This will result in more effective
collaboration and let the administra-
tion, Congress, and the American peo-
ple know in objective terms what ap-
proaches are working and what needs
to be improved or rethought.

H.R. 2829 includes key bipartisan pro-
visions that I strongly support, and
most notably, the Dawson Family
Community Protection Act. As amend-
ed by the manager’s amendment adopt-
ed by the Judiciary Committee, this
legislation, which I introduced with
Chairman SOUDER in both the 108th and
109th Congresses, would annually pro-
vide at least $7 million in HIDTA funds
to support neighborhood safety and
community cooperation with police in
areas severely affected by violent drug-
trafficking activity.

The Dawson provisions underscore
the importance of the HIDTA program,
which provides vital Federal funding to
support uniquely flexible and effective
collaboration between Federal, State,
and local agencies. H.R. 2829 includes
provisions to preserve and strengthen
the HIDTA program in its current form
and in its current location within
ONDCP. This is in stark contrast to
the administration’s proposal, set forth
in the President’s fiscal year 2007 budg-
et request, to reduce HIDTA funding
and move HIDTA to the Department of
Justice. H.R. 2829 reiterates Congress’s
intent that HIDTA should remain
where it can be most effective.

H.R. 2829 also includes provisions to
ensure that programs to expand access
to drug treatment are adequately sup-
ported in the Federal drug control
budget and further requires ONDCP to
develop comprehensive strategies to
address the severe threats posed by
South American heroin, Afghan heroin,
and drug smuggling across the South-
west border. In addition, H.R. 2829 calls
for a comprehensive strategy for shar-
ing and coordinating counterdrug in-
telligence and provides for increased
coordination of interdiction assets and
efforts.

With regard to the Media Campaign,
the bill authorizes increased funding,
recognizes pro bono advertising as the
program’s central component, provides
for greater contractor accountability,
requires testing and evaluation of ads
before they appear on the air, and re-
quires an independent evaluation of the
campaign’s impact on preventing and
reducing illicit drug use by youth.

All in all, I believe this legislation
advances the bipartisan, and I do em-
phasize that, bipartisan goal of sup-
porting a strong, comprehensive, and
coherent Federal anti-drug effort.
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As the ranking minority member of
the Government Reform’s Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy and Human Resources, I want to
express my deep appreciation for the
bipartisan support of Government Re-
form Committee Chairman ToM DAVIS
of Virginia; ranking member HENRY
WAXMAN; and Drug Policy Sub-
committee Chairman MARK SOUDER.
And I join them in strongly urging our
colleagues to support this very impor-
tant legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Across America, individuals, fami-
lies, and communities continue to be
devastated by the scourge of drug
abuse. It remains one of the most
pressing and unforgiving problems our
country faces.

Some have made comments, includ-
ing on the floor earlier this morning,
that we have made no progress in the
war on drugs. That simply is not true.
What we tend to do is go up and down
as we do in any kind of battle. I do not
believe we will ever get rid of the
scourge of drug abuse any more than I
believe we will get rid of what I believe
is at its core, sin in other parts of
America, whether it is spouse abuse,
child abuse, rape.

But if we press and if we aggressively
work together, we can reduce it. The
fact is that when we backed off in the
early 1990s and saw the Federal inter-
vention dollars go down in the Andean
region and the interdiction dollars go
down, and the joke was even in promi-
nent officials as ‘I didn’t inhale,” we
saw drug use go up so much that we
have to reduce it 50 percent from 1993
until now to get back to where we were
in 1992. That dramatic rise and falling,
again, is somewhat typical of what has
happened in American history in drug
abuse.

We have had some steady progress in
key indicators. There is not meth
abuse if you can get at marijuana use
because all meth users use marijuana.
Marijuana is the gateway drug, along
with tobacco and alcohol in high
school, of all other narcotics abuse.
Right now we are facing a meth epi-
demic in the United States that clear-
ly, I believe, this administration has
not responded to nearly aggressively
enough. We also have prescription drug
abuse. Oxycontin and other prescrip-
tion drugs are actually causing the
most deaths from any drug abuse in
the United States. We have to be eter-
nally vigilant.

This bill, introduced by ToM DAVIS,
the distinguished chairman of the Gov-
ernment Reform Committee, and me,
along with the distinguished ranking
member of the subcommittee, ELIJAH
CUMMINGS, and the full committee
ranking member, HENRY WAXMAN, is a
forceful and bipartisan recommitment
to our broad national efforts to control
drug abuse and to renew our support
for a strong Office of National Drug
Control Policy.
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Let me explain a couple of points
about this. The ONDCP, Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy, is often
called the ‘‘drug czar.” It was created
by Congress. It was not created by an
administration. It was taken somewhat
unwillingly by an administration years
ago, and now we are up for reauthoriza-
tion. We attempted to reauthorize this
several years ago. It passed the House
unanimously, but never got through
the Senate at the end of the year. We
are now coming back with a bill that is
bipartisan and bicameral. I believe
that this bill now can move through
the Senate.

It is important to remember a couple
of reasons why it is important to au-
thorize agencies, not just to appro-
priate. What has happened in this in-
terim without an authorization is that
the administration has attempted to
gut the HIDTA program. They have at-
tempted to wipe out many other pro-
grams. I believe they have lacked a na-
tional meth strategy. I believe that, in
addition, they have failed to give bet-
ter guidance to safe and drug-free
schools and then proposed to zero it
out; failed to give better guidance to
State and local law enforcement and
then proposed to zero out those pro-
grams.

What happens when you do not have
an authorization bill is that it gives
complete discretion to the administra-
tion to spend whatever funds we allo-
cate in whatever way they choose. This
was a Department created by the
United States Congress, by both par-
ties, by both Houses, and it is impor-
tant we give guidance. When an admin-
istration refuses to respond to an issue
like meth and refuses to use the office
in the way Congress intended, you
move from a bill that was the original
authorization, like this, to a bill like
this. In other words, you do get more
micromanagement.

We have actually eliminated a num-
ber of subboards and appointments and
things that were irrelevant, but there
is much more direct guidance to try to
make sure that you do not just criti-
cize programs but that the drug czar,
the director of ONDCP, directly gives
guidance, whether it be on heroin in
Afghanistan, whether it be in Colom-
bia; that this will preserve the success
of, for example, the High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Areas programs. If we
pass this reauthorization bill, they will
not be able to wipe it out or move it to
other Departments.

The administration’s proposal the
last 2 years has been unanimously op-
posed by every HIDTA director in
America. Every single HIDTA in Amer-
ica has opposed the administration’s
proposed changes. This authorization
would keep HIDTA where it belongs. It
will refocus the National Youth Anti-
Drug Media Campaign. This bill clari-
fies the purposes of the campaign.
Some of this we have worked out with
the administration in the Partnership
for a Drug-Free America, where they
were at odds a number of years ago and
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they have implemented some of these
changes; but we have now put it into
law, because, remember, this is a 5-
year reauthorization. This administra-
tion basically has 2 years to go. This is
really outlining where the next admin-
istration is going to work in anti-drug
policy, not just the current administra-
tion.

It will strengthen the Southwest bor-
der counternarcotics strategy. Many of
us feel that there has been a lack of a
coordinated Southwest border nar-
cotics strategy, to say the least; and
this bill will prescribe that there has to
be a counternarcotics strategy. We will
also target the methamphetamine epi-
demic. This bill requires at least $15
million to be dedicated to combating
meth in the HIDTAs.

We will also see a whole series of
amendments. The United States Con-
gress last year began asking for, and
this year, a meth strategy. We have
not had a meth strategy. We have had
pathetic attempts, small attempts, at a
meth strategy. But we have not had a
national meth strategy. Amendment
after amendment today, with the sup-
port of this subcommittee, will show
the intensity of how this body feels on
methamphetamines.

It will also rationalize the General
Counter-Drug Intelligence Plan. We
have had overlaps on intelligence that
have been totally unacceptable and a
waste of taxpayer dollars. It will ele-
vate the rank and status of the ONDCP
director. Because the director is tasked
with coordinating drug control of nu-
merous agencies, including Cabinet-
level Departments, this bill designates
that he has the same rank and status
as a Cabinet officer. You cannot sug-
gest to the State Department or the
Defense Department that they are not
doing enough, for example, in Afghani-
stan if you do not have equal status. It
is absurd to think a staff person in the
White House could have the same clout
as a fellow Cabinet member in review-
ing budgets, at least most of the time.
This does not interfere with the Presi-
dent’s authority to determine the
makeup of his Cabinet, but it does en-
sure that the director will be able to
work with the Department heads on an
equal basis.

It will improve effectiveness and ac-
countability in drug treatment. There
is page after page to try to make sure
that our drug treatment programs and
that SAMSA work directly with the
ONDCP director to do that and it does
not become arbitrary. We have had
some very disappointing lack of com-
munication from the ONDCP director
with SAMSA, and this will help correct
that.

It also requires international drug
control certification, which we believe
is important. It will deal with Colom-
bia, Afghanistan, including microherbi-
cides.

We have many different amendments
inside this bill that have been put to-
gether by Members of both parties. It
is a truly bipartisan effort. When peo-
ple say we cannot work together, here
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is a truly bipartisan effort with the
input of members from multiple com-
mittees. The reason this is in the Gov-
ernment Reform Committee is that 20-
some subcommittees have jurisdiction
over narcotics; and years ago when this
office was created, it was put under
Government Reform, normally an over-
sight committee but here with author-
izing; and an increasing number of
things were put under the drug czar so
that we could coordinate it, and this
bill will reestablish this because we
have been frustrated that there has not
been such clear coordination. This bill
will mandate more directly that it is
done.

I believe we have had some successes.
We are having success in Colombia. Af-
ghanistan, we are going backwards, but
we are fighting hard. I believe that the
DEA has done some good work in meth,
but we need a lot more in meth. We
need our national ad campaign and our
HIDTASs to focus more on the meth epi-
demic. We have other different prob-
lems, and I believe that this bill is a
comprehensive, bipartisan, bicameral
way to try to address this.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL), who has been a leader in
our efforts to address this problem of
drug addiction in our country and cer-
tainly throughout the world.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. SOUDER and Mr. CUMMINGS de-
serve a tremendous amount of credit.

I look at this problem, as a former
mayor, as a criterion, one of the major
criteria, for homeland security. If we
cannot secure our neighborhoods, if we
cannot secure our towns, small and
large, against the poison of illicit
drugs, which take many of our own
sons and daughters every year, then we
are never going to be able to address
foreign terrorism on our shores.
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So I thank you, and I thank you. I
thank Mr. DAVIS and Mr. WAXMAN. I
believe in a zero-tolerance policy, but
we don’t have a sense of urgency. Mr.
SOUDER, I think you put it better than
I could ever put it. This is an urgent
problem, certainly nothing that start-
ed yesterday morning. It has been upon
us.

The war on drugs is the original war
on terror, one that we are fighting, and
reauthorizing the Office of National
Drug Control Policy is the least we can
do, the least we can do, to continue the
fight. I think it is a noble fight.

Illegal drug trafficking and use is a
cancer on our society that destroys
people, families, and even destroys
neighborhoods. The bill takes a posi-
tive step in helping to restore the foun-
dations of our community by author-
izing more than $1.1 billion over 4 years
to fight drug trafficking in high-inten-
sity areas. I happen to live in one of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

those high-intensity areas, North Jer-
sey/New York. This is an important in-
vestment that can be used by local,
county, State and Federal agencies to
collaborate information and root out
the dealers and the traffickers.

In 2004, as a member of the Select
Committee on Homeland Security, Sec-
retary Ridge appeared before us. We
were talking about terror and ele-
vating the alerts, if you remember the
debates we had at that time and the
color schemes, et cetera, et cetera,
which, by the way, we still have. And 1
asked Secretary Ridge, who I had a
great deal of respect for, I thought he
did a good job with the cards that he
was dealt; I asked him the question,
“Secretary Ridge, you were Governor
of a State. Have you ever seen the ter-
ror on the faces of families and people
who live in neighborhoods that are in-
fested by drugs? Have you ever seen
that terror?”’

He said, ‘I know exactly where you
are going, Congressman, because home-
land security should be a place where
we make our stand as well.”

Families are being ruined. This bill
increases funding for the National
Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign, I
think a successful program. The bill
earmarks money for the Dawson Fam-
ily Community Protection Act, which
would focus on providing avenues for
citizens to report drug trafficking in
at-risk neighborhoods without putting
their lives on the line.

This is an urgent problem, Mr. Chair-
man. This is a very urgent problem.
When you see how many of our own
kids are dying, and adults, I might say,
during the year, and compare that
against the tragedy of 9/11, we must ad-
dress both of these problems to bring
sanity back to our neighborhoods and
back to our families.

There is an urgency here. Is there an
urgency down the street, Mr. SOUDER
and Mr. CUMMINGS?

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), a
former chairman of the subcommittee.
He and I both were senior staffers in
the other body and have worked on this
issue for a long time. I appreciate his
leadership in fighting narcotics
throughout the United States.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the chair of this important sub-
committee, Mr. SOUDER, for his leader-
ship in bringing to the floor today
probably one of the most important
pieces of legislation that we will con-
sider in this entire session of Congress.
Not only do I thank him for his leader-
ship and being a long-term soldier in
this battle, but also the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS), the
ranking member, whom I have had the
privilege to work with, who is also
dedicated to dealing with this scourge
on our Nation.

I say ‘‘scourge on our Nation,” be-
cause we just heard the previous speak-
er, the gentleman from New Jersey,
talk about what illegal narcotics and
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drug abuse, substance abuse, has done
to our Nation.

We have statistics. There are more
than 20,000 American drug casualties a
year. If we look at just the 3 years we
have had the conflict in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, we have lost some 2,000 of
our troops in service. We have lost
more than 20,000 per year in our streets
and neighborhoods, and those are only
the recorded statistics. It is not all of
the victims of crime and the murders.
These are people who have died just
from drug overdose in our commu-
nities, and many of them are our young
people, the future of our Nation lost.

The cost in jails, incarceration, I am
told 60 percent of those behind bars are
there because of substance abuse. The
social costs on all of our social agen-
cies across this Nation is high.

Again, there is probably no greater
social challenge that we have than the
ravages of substance and drug abuse,
child abuse, spouse abuse, all types of
acts that we see that are almost un-
speakable because of the effects of ille-
gal narcotics.

I will say that President Bush and
John Walters have done an excellent
job in a number of areas. They set out
measurable and accountable goals, and
some of them have been achieved. We
have seen a dramatic reduction in
youth drug abuse. But we have a con-
stant change in the challenge.

I know working with Mr. SOUDER and
Mr. CUMMINGS, we have seen the crack
epidemic. We saw the heroin epidemic
that ravaged Baltimore and other cit-
ies, great cities across the Nation. We
have seen designer drugs. Now we see
the meth scourge. So we have to have
a flexible and adaptable policy. Hope-
fully this plan and the 5-year reauthor-
ization provides that.

It is not always how much we spend,
it is how we spend it. I think this ad-
ministration has also focused attention
on High Intensity Drug Trafficking
Area designations, HIDTA, which we
have done over the years, and we have
set some of those in stone, and we keep
funding them year after year. We need
to look at how we spend that, how
much we spend and where we put the
resources for high-intensity approaches
to going after problems that do shift
and change. I think that is an impor-
tant debate. I am not crazy about mov-
ing it over to the Department of Jus-
tice, but I do think we need a more ac-
countable HIDTA program.

In conclusion, though, we do have a
changing threat. We have seen some
successes, as I said, with our youth.
Plan Colombia, which we fought for
during the nineties, we finally got im-
plemented. It is an incredible success.
We have some challenges to look for-
ward to, the disruption in South Amer-
ica with people like Morales in Bolivia,
whose policies raise great questions
about the progress we have made in
controlling illegal narcotics.

But we do know from our experience
that we have to have a plan, we have to
spend our money wisely, and hopefully
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this reauthorization does that. We do
know that we must focus on good edu-
cation programs, up-to-date prevention
programs, interdiction, strong enforce-
ment programs, and then treatment
programs that we also have measurable
results from.

So I am pleased to join my colleagues
in speaking for this reauthorization,
and I hope that the final product will
do even more in addressing this serious
problem our society faces.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH), who is a member
of our committee and who has worked
on this issue, and is also a former
mayor and very familiar with the drug
issue in our country and in our cities.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Maryland
for the opportunity to address this.

We are all concerned about drug pol-
icy and about drug control policy. We
are concerned about the impact drug
addiction has on individual lives and
families. We are concerned about the
ripple effects of addiction on commu-
nities.

But I would just like to make this
observation as we prepare to vote on
this bill: We have to be careful in our
strategy to ensure that we do not mis-
take victims for enemies. We make a
mistake when students are punished
both through the legal system and then
by denying them critical education
provisions, as the drug provision of the
Higher Education Act does. The recent
scaling back of that provision by this
Congress is a step in the right direc-
tion, but we must do more. Denying
students the opportunity for a higher
education does not solve the Nation’s
drug problems, nor does it provide drug
treatment.

We also make a mistake when we
rely on randomized student drug test-
ing to prevent addiction and abuse of
drugs. Instead of focusing our efforts
on educating our children about drugs
and engaging them in the decisions
about their lives and futures, drug test-
ing assumes all youth are the same.
Drug testing may be right in certain
situations with reasonable evidence
and a court order, but randomized test-
ing renders all youths suspect and
treats them as criminals. High expecta-
tions for our children may reap great
rewards, but what will we sow with the
expectation of deception? So we have
to focus our efforts on helping our chil-
dren, not punishing them, and we can-
not allow the war on drugs to become a
war on children.

I am sure there are many provisions
of the bill before us that are aimed at
helping many communities, but I just
wanted to make this observation in
general about our policies, so that as
we get into a broader discussion on
other legislation, that we pay close at-
tention to the policies that we are con-
sidering or are enacting in our schools.

Mr. SOUDER. I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 13 minutes to my distinguished
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colleague from the great State of
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland for yielding,
and I thank him for his leadership,
along with Mr. WAXMAN and Mr.
SOUDER, who I have had the pleasure of
working with on these issues, both
from the perspective of interdiction,
along the ‘“‘third border,” but also from
the perspective of homeland security as
it relates to the northern and southern
borders.

I rise to acknowledge and appreciate
the great amount of work that has
gone into this legislative initiative,
and particularly as it relates to the re-
authorization of the Office of National
Drug Control Policy.

I recall that one of my first introduc-
tions to the severity of drug usage and
the willingness to work full time on
this issue was the opportunity to visit
with Mr. CUMMINGS in his area, the city
of Baltimore, which he was not reti-
cent to let us know that there was a
problem, and a problem, of course, that
was connected to HIV/AIDS, and he has
been working without ceasing to make
great strides in the city of Baltimore.
Mr. CUMMINGS, I want to congratulate
you both for introducing Members of
Congress to the crisis early on, as well
your leadership in this area.

So I don’t take away from this legis-
lative initiative the importance of
stemming the rising tide of drug usage.
In fact, we had thought, I think, in
some years past that there was a curv-
ing down. But for those who are listen-
ing to this debate and the many drug
treatment centers around America and
the addicted persons, I know that they
are willing to admit that we still have
a concern and a crisis, and the reau-
thorization of this particular agency is
important for the work that it does.

In particular, as cochair of the Con-
gressional Children’s Caucus, I see a
frightening rise in the utilization of ad-
dictive substances by our children, par-
ticularly ages 12 to 17. We have seen a
rising increase in the number of girls
that are participating in drug usage,
whether or not it is alcohol, starting in
middle school; and we know that if you
start taking substances like alcohol in
middle school, by the time you reach
the high school level you are addicted
and we have a problem.
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We know also that the scourge of
cigarettes, though we find that the
usage overall may be going down, is
still attractive to children. You say no
and they want to say yes.

And then, of course, as a member of
the House Judiciary Committee, we
have consistently fought against the
rising tide, the violent tide of meth-
amphetamine use that started in our
rural America, creeps into our cities;
and the stories of blown up meth-
amphetamine labs is a rage across
America.

In fact, I remember one of the first
legislative initiatives that I passed was
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to stand against or to stop the use of a
date-rape drug which was being made
in bathtubs across America.

So this is an important response to
that, and I hope that we will have an
opportunity to accept my amendment
on the floor that hopes to provide an
assessment of where we are as it re-
lates to intervention; to Federal and
State programs that deal with assess-
ing the use of drugs by children ages 12
to 17, a very simple premise; and as
well wants to give greater guidance to
Federal, State and local authorities as
to how they intervene, what is the
value, the success story.

I hope my colleagues will join me
with that support. It is clearly a road
map to help us be more effective. I also
want to make mention of the fact that
this is a homeland security issue, be-
cause I believe Mr. SOUDER Dpartici-
pated in hearings dealing with utiliza-
tion of drugs as money that can be
laundered for terrorist activity.

We are particularly focused on those
areas in our borders around America.
So we need to stop the violent tide of
drugs. In fact, as a member of the Sub-
committee on Immigration, we know
that there are the combination of the
smugglers of drugs with the huge car-
tels and the smugglers of human
beings. They are intermixed and inter-
twined. They are there to do nothing
but ill and evil. So these are important
overlapping areas. I thank this com-
mittee for its leadership.

Let me mention an area, however,
that I want to focus on, and I want to
associate myself with Mr. KUCINICH and
his concerns about the early incarcer-
ation, or trying juveniles as adults.
That is why I want to have this assess-
ment, because I believe it is important
to be guided in the right procedures or
right processes for our children, wheth-
er or not jail time, whether trying
them as an adult is more effective than
the intervention and good programs
that are necessary.

Frankly, I think the good programs
weigh more in stopping the tide of the
utilization of drugs by our children.
There should be some consideration to
that.

And then let me, in conclusion, bring
up Tulia, Texas, where, a, if you will,
rogue cop was able to charge many,
many of our constituents in Tulia,
Texas, with false charges of drug use.
In fact, most of the city found them-
selves charged with drug offenses down
in the court house. This was a horrible
episode of the utilization of the High
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas pro-
gram.

This was an abuse that is beyond our
appreciation. I am grateful to the Con-
gressional Black Caucus and various
leaders of that caucus who saw the in-
justices. No, we are not here to pro-
mote the proliferation of drug use, but
we are here to cite some of the failings
of the rogue activities that come out of
the High Intensity Drug Trafficking
Areas program, where there were inno-
cent individuals who were, if you will,
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networked in, fish-netted in, conspira-
torially grabbed into this whole drug
conspiracy, mothers and uncles, broth-
ers. Sometimes whole families were
wrapped up in, indicted, tried and con-
victed, many of whom were serving jail
time until we were able to get our
hands on the investigation, lawyers
were able to intervene, and the rogue
cop was exposed and all of his testi-
mony was discovered to be false.

So there needs to be an oversight and
a concern about whether or not these
are effective uses of our dollars and
whether or not we can effectively have
oversight, so that, yes, the drug dealers
who are poisoning our community, real
drug dealers, the cartels, the smugglers
of drugs, the producers of methamphet-
amine labs, the sellers of prescription
drugs for children to use and others,
the abuse of cough medicine, all of that
is important to be able to highlight, to
indict, try and convict, but not to go in
and use a fishnet, rely only on the tes-
timony of a rogue cop and have no
other evidence to be utilized and to
break the backs, the hearts of families,
and to destroy a community.

And so I hope that as we move this
legislation forward, we will be able to
be focused on the good items that are
here, the direction that we can go with
our children with an amendment that I
have on the assessment of our pro-
grams; and, of course, Mr. CUMMINGS,
thank you for the concern that when
people are under this particular legis-
lation, there is a basis for fairness and
accuracy in any charges being made
and that people are not singled out be-
cause of the color of their skin because
they are associated with drug use.

With that, let me thank my col-
leagues for this legislation. I hope my
words will be considered as we continue
to debate this legislation and fight the
war on drugs in a united and positive
and successful manner.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, this is a
very, very important piece of legisla-
tion. I think it was Mr. PASCRELL who
said that we must act with a sense of
urgency. And he was absolutely right.
As we stand here today, there are so
many people who are becoming ad-
dicted to drugs; there are people who
are literally robbing their own rel-
atives and robbing their neighbors to
get the funds for drugs.

There are even people who are seek-
ing drug treatment and finding it dif-
ficult to get that treatment. But what
we have tried to do here today through
this bill is to address this problem as
best we could. One of the things that I
must express appreciation for is Mr.
SOUDER’s candor with regard to this
whole issue. Consistently, even when
there were instances where the Presi-
dent’s priorities seemed to be, and
ONDCP’s priorities seemed to be, a lit-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tle out of line with the things that we
felt should be done to most effectively
and efficiently address this problem,
Mr. SOUDER, every step of the way
stood up and said, look, we are going to
do what is right.

We worked together very coopera-
tively. I really do appreciate it. It does
mean a lot to me as a Member of this
great body. I can say to all of our Mem-
bers that this is legislation that we all
should vote for. It should be a unani-
mous vote. I urge all Members to vote
for the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, there are a couple of
comments I want to make in closing
general debate here. One is, just for the
record, though it is not part of this leg-
islation, we have clearly corrected the
misinterpretation of the student loan
bill.

The Clinton administration had
falsely interpreted the House legisla-
tion. The Bush administration contin-
ued to do that. It has been corrected.
You only lose a student loan if you
commit a drug crime while you have
the loan.

That is the least that the taxpayers
should expect; and even then, if you go
to drug treatment and test clean, you
can get your loan back. Even then, if
you get convicted, not arrested, but
convicted of a drug crime, you still can
get it back after 2 years, or if you go
through drug treatment and get clean.

The third time after you commit a
drug crime and get convicted, then you
lose your student loan. This is the
least that the taxpayers should expect.

We also have this constant debate
whether it is a war or a disease.
Former drug czar Barry McCaffrey al-
ways said he felt it was both, and I
agree. Because with heart disease you
do not see doctors getting assassinated
on the street. You do not see heart sur-
geons getting shot in deals about heart
surgery.

Also it is a controllable disease. You
do not have the equivalent of Alco-
holics Anonymous or narcotics anony-
mous for Alzheimer’s. But it is a dis-
ease. That is why treatment is very im-
portant. That is why the prevention
programs are very important.

I appreciated Congressman
PASCRELL, and actually it was Con-
gressman CUMMINGS who first said that
narcoterrorism is something that we
live with every day.

As I said earlier, tragically, 3,500 peo-
ple were killed on 9/11. But that fall,
7,600 died because of illegal narcotics;
30,000 in 2002; 30,000 in 2003; 30,000 in
2004; roughly 7,500 in the first quarter
of this year 105,000 people have died.

While we get obsessed with every lit-
tle thing going on in homeland secu-
rity, we have terror on our streets, in
our homes, and in our neighborhoods
every day. We cannot forget and divert
funds from the daily threat of
narcoterrorism in the United States as
we do this.
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I want to again refer to the Govern-
ment Reform Subcommittee report
that was unanimously adopted today.
You can find it on the Web site of the
Criminal Justice Subcommittee under
Government Reform, 154 pages, 607
footnotes. If you tap the footnote, you
can get the actual source.

There you can get a full view of the
whole narcotics policies, whether it is
in HHS, Department of Justice, De-
fense, State Department. It is part of
what we do in our committee.

The ONDCP, the direct bill in front
of us, has two major functions. One is
directly under the control of the so-
called drug czar, the director of
ONDCP. It is a national media cam-
paign, the High Intensity Drug Traf-
ficking Areas, and the Counterdrug
Technology Assessment Center.

In addition, the drug czar reviews all
budgets of all agencies with narcotics
and has broad authority to make sure
that we have a coordinated national
drug policy, and this bill strengthens
that.

This bill was not easily put together.
I want to thank first off the Members
of both parties. We have had an ex-
traordinary working relationship and
have become very close friends, Mr.
CUMMINGS and I, but other members of
our committee, too. We have had well-
attended subcommittee hearings.

We have held field hearings as well as
hearings in Washington. Our staff, par-
ticularly Nick Coleman, who has just
recently left to go to the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office, has visited almost every
HIDTA in America.

We as Members have visited HIDTA
directors here and have gone out and
visited the different HIDTAs. Marc
Wheat, the staff director; Dennis
Kilcoyne; Jim Kaiser; Tony Haywood
from the minority staff have worked
hard in developing this comprehensive
legislation.

Mr. CUMMINGS and I both thank our
staff, because they help make us look
good. In a bill this complicated, work-
ing with every agency in the Federal
Government basically, in a bipartisan
way, is not easy to do.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all Members to
support this legislation.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of the Office of National Drug Control
Policy Reauthorization Act, and | was pleased
that the House Judiciary Committee adopted
two amendments that | offered and that they
are part of the base bill.

Street drug markets, such as open air drug
dealing at the corner and at drug houses, are
a serious public safety problem. Often located
in poor, minority, and disadvantaged commu-
nities, they cause severe harm by easing initi-
ation into drug use, supporting addiction, and
by drawing youth into the drug trade.

My first amendment, which is designated
Sec. 14 of H.R. 2829, provided for demonstra-
tion programs by local partnerships to shut
down illicit drug market hot-spots by deterring
drug dealers or altering the dynamic of drug
sales. This provision authorizes funding for
demonstration programs that seek to coordi-
nate an effective intervention using a credible,
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deterrent message. This would encourage
criminal justice agencies to collaborate with re-
searchers and social welfare agencies to ana-
lyze local conditions and develop strategic,
problem-solving interventions.

Such an approach was proven successful in
High Point, NC. Upon identifying the drug mar-
ket and its small group of active dealers, law
enforcement carefully monitored and docu-
mented drug activity and probation/parole vio-
lations through surveillance and drug buys. Of-
fenders with any violent criminal history were
immediately arrested. Non-violent offenders,
on the other hand, were confronted by law en-
forcement, city officials, service organizations
and their families with a strong deterrent mes-
sage. They were given a choice between fac-
ing immediate legal action or ceasing dealing
and receiving rehabilitative services.

Consequently, the drug market promptly col-
lapsed with minimal police intervention or
crime displacement. Within one year of imple-
mentation, the drug crime rate of High Point
fell by 34% and the violent crime rate was cut
in half.

Sec. 14 of this bill authorizes $10 million for
the next three years to fund demonstration
programs supporting these interagency col-
laborations. The agencies would be respon-
sible for evaluating the effectiveness of the
strategic intervention, and the Director would
be responsible for submitting to Congress a
report identifying the best practices in drug
market eradication.

My second amendment, which is designated
Sec. 15 of H.R. 2829, provided for demonstra-
tion programs by local partnerships to coerce
abstinence in chronic hard-drug users under
community supervision through the use of
drug testing and sanctions. This provision au-
thorizes funding for demonstration programs
that seek to reduce the use of illicit drugs by
chronic hard-drug users living in the commu-
nity while under the supervision of the criminal
justice system.

Approximately 80 percent of the Nation’s co-
caine is consumed by a relatively small group
of chronic users (approximately 4 million).
Three-quarters of these users are under the
supervision of the criminal justice system. By
deterring these users, we would be able to re-
duce the nation’s cocaine consumption by 60
percent—and these numbers are similar for
other hard drugs, such as heroin and meth.

Coerced abstinence is a highly effective
means for targeting these users. This model is
based on predictable, frequent drug testing
and known, non-negotiable, immediate, grad-
uated sanctions. For example, a system where
a participant is tested every 72 hours and a
dirty test led to an immediate, unpleasant
sanction—for example, 8 hours in a jury box
or 24 hours in jail. Participants are simulta-
neously offered incentives such as drug treat-
ment or other rehabilitative services.

An ongoing example of this model is being
used in Hawaii, where substance abuse viola-
tions are common, with meth being the drug of
choice. In October 2005, one year after the
program began, program participants had an
83 percent reduction in positive test results
(from 21.9% for control group to 3.8% for pro-
gram participants) and an 87 percent reduc-
tion in missed appointments for testing (from
10% for control group to 1.3% for program
participants).

This level of effectiveness we cannot ignore.
For this reason, Sec. 15 of H.R. 2829 author-
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izes $10 million for the next 3 years for dem-
onstration programs that administer drug tests
to individuals at least twice a week and swiftly
impose a known set of graduated sanctions
for non-compliance. The program must include
a plan for monitoring the progress toward re-
ducing the percentage of positive drugs and
missed testing appointments, and the Director
would be responsible for submitting to Con-
gress a report identifying the best practices in
reducing the use of illicit drugs by chronic
hard-drug users.

| commend the Office of National Drug Con-
trol Policy for publicly committing itself to the
goal of reducing illegal drug use and abuse in
the United States. However, | also call on the
Director to increase the allocation of funds
dedicated for treatment and demand reduction
efforts, which have shown to be very success-
ful in reducing drug use. To achieve this na-
tional drug control policy that efficiently re-
duces drug use and abuse in the United
States, we need strategies that are as smart
as they are tough. This requires that we re-
main open to evidence-based programs and
respond with innovation. | commend ONDCP
for the progress it has made, ask that the Di-
rector consider these recommendations and
will support this legislation, H.R. 2829, to the
reauthorize the Office.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, as we work to
reauthorize the Office of National Drug Control
Policy today, I'd like to pay tribute to the work
and dedication of Southwest Michigan’s Re-
gional Methamphetamine Taskforces. It is
through their efforts that March is Meth-
amphetamine Awareness Month in Southwest
Michigan.

The unfortunate reality is that each and
every one of our communities is vulnerable to
the dangers of meth—it is a highly addictive
drug that does not discriminate. However, the
communities of Southwest Michigan are united
in their fight against this epidemic. Regional
meth taskforces consisting of dedicated law
enforcement officials, pharmacists, firefighters,
right down to the individual neighborhood
watchman, are making headway in the fight
against meth. This drug epidemic must be
fought on the front lines, and the troops are
assembled in Southwest Michigan.

| applaud the efforts of our dedicated Re-
gional Meth Taskforce coordinators: Heidi
Bertschinger of Allegan, Liz Lenz of Barry,
Kim Palchak of Branch, Jennifer Lester of
Cass, Tina Harbaugh of Kalamazoo, Mike Wil-
son of St. Joseph, and EJ. McAndrew of Van
Buren. | would also like to commend Rick
Shanley of Kalamazoo for increasing public
awareness of the progress that the task forces
are accomplishing.

These folks, and many others who follow
their lead, have worked diligently to educate
communities on the dangers of this drug.
Among their many contributions to our region,
the taskforces have trained community mem-
bers to recognize the warning signs of the
meth production and addiction, conducted re-
search used by local treatment providers and
educated school groups. Our communities are
better off for the efforts of our regional
taskforces.

Special thanks also goes out to all of our
local law enforcement officials, they face the
dangers associated with meth abuse each and
every day. While March is Methamphetamine
Awareness Month in Southwest Michigan, this
is a problem that must be addressed each and

H809

every month of the year, until it has been con-
quered.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, when | am
home in Utah, | constantly hear about the
prevalence of methamphetamines and the
dangers to our community posed by this highly
addictive drug. This legislation has some ex-
cellent measures to help the federal govern-
ment better deal with the problem and | sin-
cerely hope that it will help ONDCP to combat
meth abuse.

The Office of National Drug Control Policy
(ONDCP) was created in 1988 in order to es-
tablish policies, priorities, and objectives for
our Nation’s drug control program. Its stated
goals are to reduce illicit drug use, manufac-
turing, and trafficking, drug-related crime and
violence, and drug-related health con-
sequences. | support this bill and am proud to
vote for strengthening the agency in charge of
producing the National Drug Control Strategy.

But it would be a mistake to look at this bill
without also considering the need to fully fund
local law enforcement. The drug problem in
our nation and in my home State of Utah is so
pervasive that it absolutely requires the dedi-
cation and the cooperative efforts of local,
state, and federal law enforcement. | know
that Utah is not alone—I've heard many of my
colleagues talk today about the scourge of
methamphetamines and other drugs in thou-
sands of communities across the nation. As a
result, | am gravely concerned about the
President’s budget proposal for funding local
law enforcement.

The federal government needs to step up to
the plate and properly fund law enforcement,
if we are serious about national drug control
policy. That's why | strongly support funding
for critical law enforcement programs, such as
Byrne grants, JAG grants, and the COPS pro-
gram. During my time in Congress, every sin-
gle person involved with law enforcement has
made it a point to share with me exactly how
these grants help protect Utah citizens.

As we vote today to reauthorize ONDCP, let
us also remember that our commitment to
safeguarding local communities. | don’t think
we can say enough about the men and
women who use this funding to better patrol
our streets, decrease the availability of drugs
in our schools, and ensure that each and
every citizen is safe and protected. | know that
they, and their fellow officers across this na-
tion, are committed to protecting all of us, just
as | am committed to working in support of
both homeland security and domestic security.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I submit the attached ex-
change of letters between Chairman
Buck MCKEON of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, Chair-
man PETER HOEKSTRA of the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
Chairman JAMES SENSENBRENNER of
the Committee on Judiciary, and my-
self for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE
ON INTELLIGENCE,
Washington, DC, March 3, 2006.
Hon. ToM DAVIS,
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In recognition of the
importance of expediting the passage of H.R.
2829, the ‘‘Office of National Drug Control
Policy Reauthorization Act of 2005, the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence
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hereby waives further consideration of the
bill. The Committee has jurisdictional inter-
ests in H.R. 2829, including intelligence and
intelligence-related provisions contained in
the bill.

The Committee takes this action only with
the understanding that this procedural route
should not be construed to prejudice the
House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence’s jurisdictional interest over
this bill or any similar bill and will not be
considered as precedent for consideration of
matters of jurisdictional interest to the
Committee in the future. In addition, the
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
will seek conferees on any provisions of the
bill that are within its jurisdiction during
any House-Senate conference that may be
convened on this legislation.

Finally, I would ask that you include a
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat-
ter in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD during the
House debate on H.R. 2829. I appreciate the
constructive work between our committees
on this matter and thank you for your con-
sideration.

Sincerely,
PETER HOEKSTRA,
Chairman.
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC, March 3, 2006.
Hon. HOWARD PETER HOEKSTRA,
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letter regarding the Permanent Se-
lect Committee’s jurisdictional interest in
H.R. 2829, the Office of National Drug Control
Policy Reauthorization Act of 2005. As you
have stated, your committee has a valid ju-
risdiction interest in the intelligence and in-
telligence-related provisions contained in
the bill.

Thank you for waiving further consider-
ation of H.R. 2829. I agree that waiving fur-
ther consideration of this bill does not preju-
dice the jurisdiction of the Permanent Select
Committee nor should it be considered as
precedent for matters of jurisdictional inter-
est in the future. In addition, I will support
your request for conferees from your com-
mittee should a House-Senate conference on
this or similar legislation be convened.

As you have requested, I will include a
copy of your letter and this response in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD during consideration
of the legislation on the House floor. Thank
you for your assistance as I work towards
the enactment of H.R. 2829.

Sincerely,
ToM DAVIS,
Chairman.
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE
WORKFORCE,
Washington, DC, March 3, 2006.
Hon. ToMm DAVIS,
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to con-
firm our mutual understanding with respect
to consideration of H.R. 2829, the Office of
National Drug Control Policy Reauthorization
Act of 2005, which the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform reported on November 18, 2005.
The bill was referred to the Committee on
Government Reform and in addition to the
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
and the Committees on Education and the
Workforce, Energy and Commerce, and the
Judiciary. In the bill as reported by the
Committee on Government Reform, Title II,
the Clean Sports Act, specifically the provi-
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sions relating to high schools and collegiate
athletics (proposed sections 21 U.S.C. §§725,
729, and 730) is within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

Given the fact that the bill as reported by
the Committee on the Judiciary on March 2,
2006, which does not contain the Clean
Sports Act, will be the base text considered
by the House, I do not intend to ask for con-
tinued referral of H.R. 2829. However, I do so
only with the understanding that this proce-
dural route should not be construed to preju-
dice the Committee on Education and the
Workforce’s jurisdictional interest and pre-
rogative on these provisions or any other
similar legislation and will not be considered
as precedent for consideration of matters of
jurisdictional interest to my Committee in
the future. Furthermore, should these or
similar provisions be considered in a con-
ference with the Senate, I would expect
members of the Committee on Education and
the Workforce be appointed to the con-
ference committee on these provisions.

Finally I would ask that you include a
copy of our exchange of letters in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD during the consideration
of this bill. If you have questions regarding
this matter, please do not hesitate to call
me. I thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
HOWARD P. ““BUCK” MCKEON,
Chairman.
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC, March 3, 2006.
Hon. HOWARD P. “BUCK”’ MCKEON,
Chairman, Committee on Education and the
Workforce,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letter regarding the Education and
the Workforce Committee’s jurisdictional in-
terest in H.R. 2829, the Office of National
Drug Control Policy Reauthorization Act of
2005. As you have stated, the provisions re-
lating to high schools and collegiate ath-
letics in Title II, the Clean Sports Act, as re-
ported by my Committee are within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

Thank you for not requesting the contin-
ued referral of H.R. 2829. It is correct that
the version of H.R. 2829, as reported by the
Committee on the Judiciary, that will be
considered in the House does not contain the
Clean Sports Act or other provisions related
to collegiate and high school athletics. I
agree that not considering this bill in com-
mittee does not prejudice the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Education and Workforce
Committee nor should it be considered as
precedent for matters of jurisdictional inter-
est in the future. In addition, I would sup-
port your request for conferees from your
Committee should a House-Senate con-
ference on these or similar provisions be con-
vened.

As you have requested, I will include a
copy of your letter and this response in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD during consideration
of the legislation on the House floor. Thank
you for your assistance as I work towards
the enactment of H.R. 2829.

Sincerely,
TOM DAVIS,
Chairman.
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC, March 3, 2006.
Hon. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to con-
firm our mutual understanding with respect
to consideration of H.R. 2829, the ‘‘Office of
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National Drug Control Policy Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2005, on the House floor. The bill
was referred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and in addition to the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence and
the Committees on Education and the Work-
force, Energy and Commerce, and the Judici-
ary.

Thanks to your cooperation and diligent
efforts to improve H.R. 2829, the bill, as re-
ported by the Committee on the Judiciary,
represents the legislative text that will be
the basis for consideration by the House. I
have therefore agreed to make in order the
version of the bill reported by your com-
mittee. However, I do so only with the un-
derstanding that this procedural route
should not be construed to prejudice the ju-
risdictional interest and prerogatives of the
Committee on Government Reform and will
not be considered as precedent for consider-
ation of matters of jurisdictional interest to
my Committee in the future.

I respectfully request your confirmation of
our mutual understanding. I will include a
copy of our exchange of letters in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD during the consideration
of this bill. If you have questions regarding
this matter, please do not hesitate to call
me.

Sincerely,
ToM DAVIS,
Chairman.
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, March 7, 2006.
Hon. ToMm DAVIS,
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to con-
firm our mutual understanding with respect
to the consideration of H.R. 2829, the ‘‘Office
of National Drug Control Policy Reauthor-
ization Act of 2005,”” on the floor. I agree that
the version of H.R. 2829 reported by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary represents the text
that should be considered on the House floor,
and it is my understanding that the Com-
mittee on Rules will make in order the
version of the bill reported by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. I agree that this
procedural. route does not prejudice the ju-
risdictional interests of the Committee on
Government Reform.

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter and for your Committee’s diligent work
on this important legislation.

Sincerely,
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JT.,
Chairman.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 2829, the Office of
National Drug Control Policy Reau-
thorization. Other than the TSA mak-
ing grandmothers take off their shoes
and infants discard their milk bottles
prior to boarding airplanes, the War on
Drugs might go down in history as the
most ineffective program in the history
of the United States.

We spend over $40 billion per year on
the drug war and at least another $30
billion to keep over one million Ameri-
cans in prison on drug charges. Yet,
study after study shows that drugs are
as readily available as ever and drug
use rates have remained unchanged for
the last decade. Incarcerating one per-
son costs at least $30,000 per year, while
a comprehensive residential drug treat-
ment program costs about $7,000.
Treating drug addiction as a criminal
rather than medical problem is not
only scientifically unsound—it’'s a
waste of money.
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If we’re going to spare no dollar in
the war on drugs, then let’s have qual-
ity education and after-school options
for every child in America. And let’s
reverse the diabolical and failed policy
of denying college loans to students
with prior drug offenses. Americans
with drug problems obviously need
more—not fewer—opportunities to
change their lives for the better.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
opposing this senseless, wasteful Office
of National Drug Control Policy. Let’s
redirect these dollars to programs that
work rather than ‘‘tough on crime”’
soundbites and countless useless gov-
ernment reports that do nothing to re-
duce drug use or addiction.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. BASS).
All time for general debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the
Judiciary now printed in the bill shall
be considered as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the 5-
minute rule and shall be considered
read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 2829

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States in Congress as-
sembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ““Office of National Drug Control Policy Re-
authorization Act of 2005°°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Amendment of Office of National Drug
Control Policy Reauthorization
Act of 1998.

Repeal of termination provision.

Amendments to definitions.

Amendments relating to establishment of
Office of National Drug Control
Policy and designation of officers.

Amendments relating to appointment
and duties of Director and Deputy
Director.

Amendments relating to coordination
with other agencies.

Development, submission, implementa-
tion, and assessment of National
Drug Control Strategy.

Sec. 3.
Sec. 4.
Sec. 5.

Sec. 6.

Sec. 7.

Sec. 8.

Sec. 9. High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas
Program.
Sec. 10. Funding for certain High Intensity

Drug Trafficking Areas.

Sec. 11. Amendments relating to Counter-Drug
Technology Assessment Center.

National youth antidrug media cam-
paign.

Drug interdiction.

Awards for demonstration programs by
local partnerships to shut down
illicit drug market hot-spots by
deterring drug dealers or altering
the dynamic of drug sales.

Awards for demonstration programs by
local partnerships to coerce absti-
nence in chronic hard-drug users
under community  supervision
through the use of drug testing
and sanctions.

Authorization of appropriations.

Technical amendments and repeal.

Sec. 12.

Sec. 13.
Sec. 14.

Sec. 15.

Sec. 16.
Sec. 17.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Sec. 18. Requirement for disclosure of Federal
sponsorship of all Federal adver-
tising or other communication ma-
terials.

Sec. 19. Policy relating to syringe exchange pro-
grams.

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF OFFICE OF NATIONAL

DRUG CONTROL POLICY REAUTHOR-
IZATION ACT OF 1998.

Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-
ever in this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy Reauthorization Act of 1998
(Public Law 105-277; 21 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.).

SEC. 3. REPEAL OF TERMINATION PROVISION.

Section 715 (21 U.S.C. 1712) is repealed, and
the law shall read as if such section was never
in effect.

SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS.—Section 702
(21 U.S.C. 1701) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking “‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (F);

(B) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (G) and inserting ‘, including the
testing of employees;’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(H) interventions for drug abuse and de-
pendence; and

“(I) international drug control coordination
and cooperation with respect to activities de-
scribed in this paragraph.’’;

(2) in paragraph (6), by adding before the pe-
riod at the end: *‘, including any activities in-
volving supply reduction, demand reduction, or
State and local affairs’’;

(3) in paragraph (7)—

(A) by striking ‘“Agency’
“agency’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘National Foreign Intelligence
Program,” and inserting ‘‘National Intelligence
Program,”’; and

(C) by inserting a comma before ‘“‘or Tactical’’;

(4) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘implicates’
and inserting ‘‘indicates’’;

(5) in paragraph (10)—

(4) by adding ‘‘National Drug Control Pro-
gram agencies and’’ after “‘among’’ in subpara-
graph (B);

(B) by striking “‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(C) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (C) and inserting a semicolon; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

“(D) domestic drug law enforcement, includ-
ing domestic drug interdiction and law enforce-
ment directed at drug users; and

“(E) coordination and enhancement of Fed-
eral, State, and local law enforcement initiatives
to gather, analyze, and disseminate information
and intelligence relating to drug control among
domestic law enforcement agencies.’’;

(6) in paragraph (11)—

(4) by inserting before the semicolon in sub-
paragraph (A) the following: *, including—

“(i) law enforcement outside the United
States; and

““(ii) source country programs, including eco-
nomic development programs primarily intended
to reduce the production or trafficking of illicit
drugs’’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert-
ing the following:

“(B) facilitating and enhancing the sharing
of foreign and domestic information and law en-
forcement intelligence relating to drug produc-
tion and trafficking among National Drug Con-
trol Program agencies, and between those agen-
cies and foreign law enforcement agencies;
and’’;

(C) by striking *‘; and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (C) and inserting a period; and

(D) by striking subparagraph (D); and

and inserting
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(7) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(12) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—Except where otherwise provided, the
term ‘appropriate congressional committees’
means the Committee on the Judiciary, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and the Caucus on
International Narcotics Control of the Senate
and the Committee on Government Reform, the
Committee on the Judiciary, and the Committee
on Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives.

““(13) LAW ENFORCEMENT.—The term ‘law en-
forcement’ or ‘drug law enforcement’ means all
efforts by a Federal, State, or local government
agency to enforce the drug laws of the United
States or any State, including investigation, ar-
rest, prosecution, and incarceration or other
punishments or penalties.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
703(b)(3) (21 U.S.C. 1702(b)(3)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking “(G)”’
and inserting ‘‘(1)”’; and

(2) in subparagraph (C)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘through (C)”’ and inserting
“through (E)’’;

(B) by striking “‘and subparagraph (D) of sec-
tion 702(11)”’; and

(C) by adding before the period at the end the
following: *‘, and sections 707 and 708 of this
Act”.

SEC. 5. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ESTABLISH-
MENT OF OFFICE OF NATIONAL
DRUG CONTROL POLICY AND DES-
IGNATION OF OFFICERS.

(a) RESPONSIBILITIES.—Paragraph (4) of sec-
tion 703(a) (21 U.S.C. 1702(a)) is amended to
read as follows:

““(4) evaluate the effectiveness of the national
drug control policy and the National Drug Con-
trol Program agencies’ programs, by developing
and applying specific goals and performance
measurements.’’.

(b) RANK OF DIRECTOR.—Section 703(b) (21
U.S.C. 1702(b)) is amended in paragraph (1) by
adding before the period the following: ‘‘, who
shall hold the same rank and status as the head
of an executive department listed in section 101
of title 5, United States Code’’.

(c) DEPUTY DIRECTORS.—Section 703(b) (21
U.S.C. 1702(b)) is amended in paragraph (3)—

(1) by striking ‘“‘Office—"" and inserting ‘‘Of-
fice the following additional Deputy Directors—
- and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘“who
shall” and inserting the following: ‘“‘who shall
have substantial experience and expertise in
drug interdiction operations and other supply
reduction activities, and who shall serve as the
United States Interdiction Coordinator and’’.
SEC. 6. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO APPOINT-

MENT AND DUTIES OF DIRECTOR
AND DEPUTY DIRECTOR.

(a) DESIGNATION OF OTHER OFFICERS.—Sec-
tion 704(a)(3) (21 U.S.C. 1703(a)(3)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘permanent employee’ and in-
serting ‘‘officer or employee’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘serve as the Director’ and in-
serting ‘‘serve as the acting Director’’.

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF DIRECTOR.—Section
704(b) (21 U.S.C. 1703(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘Federal de-
partments and agencies engaged in drug en-
forcement,”” and inserting ‘‘National Drug Con-
trol Program agencies,’’;

(2) in paragraph (7), by inserting after ‘‘Presi-
dent” the following: ‘“‘and the appropriate con-
gressional committees’’;

(3) in paragraph (13), by striking ‘‘(beginning
in 1999)’;

(4) in paragraph (14)—

(A) by striking ‘‘Appropriations’” and all that
follows through ‘‘Senate’ and inserting ‘‘appro-
priate congressional committees’’; and

(B) by striking “‘and’ after the semicolon at
the end;

(5) in paragraph (15), by striking subpara-
graph (C) and inserting the following:

‘“(C) supporting the substance abuse informa-
tion clearinghouse administered by the Adminis-
trator of the Substance Abuse and Mental
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Health Services Administration and established
in section 501(d)(16) of the Public Health Service
Act by—

‘(i) encouraging all National Drug Control
Program agencies to provide all appropriate and
relevant information; and

“‘(ii) supporting the dissemination of informa-
tion to all interested entities;”’; and

(6) by inserting at the end the following:

‘““(16) shall coordinate with the private sector
to promote private research and development of
medications to treat addiction;

““(17) shall seek the support and commitment
of State and local officials in the formulation
and implementation of the National Drug Con-
trol Strategy;

‘“(18) shall monitor and evaluate the alloca-
tion of resources among Federal law enforce-
ment agencies in response to Ssignificant local
and regional drug trafficking and production
threats;

“(19) shall submit an annual report to Con-
gress detailing how the Office of National Drug
Control Policy has consulted with and assisted
State and local governments with respect to the
formulation and implementation of the National
Drug Control Strategy and other relevant issues;
and

““(20) shall, within one year after the date of
the enactment of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy Reauthorization Act of 2005, re-
port to Congress on the impact of each Federal
drug reduction strategy upon the availability,
addiction rate, use rate, and other harms of ille-
gal drugs.”.

(c) SUBMISSION OF DRUG CONTROL BUDGET
REQUESTS.—Section 704(c)(1) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“(C) CONTENT OF DRUG CONTROL BUDGET RE-
QUESTS.—A drug control budget request sub-
mitted by a department, agency, or program
under this paragraph shall include all requests
for funds for any drug control activity under-
taken by that department, agency, or program,
including demand reduction, supply reduction,
and State and local affairs, including any drug
law enforcement activities. If an activity has
both drug control and nondrug control purposes
or applications, the department, agency, or pro-
gram shall estimate by a documented calcula-
tion the total funds requested for that activity
that would be used for drug control, and shall
set forth in its request the basis and method for
making the estimate.”’.

(d) NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL BUDGET PRO-
POSAL.—Section 704(c)(2) is amended in Ssub-
paragraph (A) by inserting before the semicolon:
“and to inform Congress and the public about
the total amount proposed to be spent on all
supply reduction, demand reduction, State and
local affairs, including any drug law enforce-
ment, and other drug control activities by the
Federal Government, which shall conform to the
content requirements set forth in subparagraph
(C) of paragraph (1) of this subsection’’.

(e) REVIEW AND CERTIFICATION OF NATIONAL
DRUG CONTROL PROGRAM BUDGET.—Section
704(c)(3) (21 U.S.C. 1703(c)(3)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and
(D) as subparagraphs (D) and (E), respectively;

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph:

““(C) SPECIFIC REQUESTS.—The Director shall
not confirm the adequacy of any budget request
that—

““(i) requests funding for Federal law enforce-
ment activities that do mnot adequately com-
pensate for transfers of drug enforcement re-
sources and personnel to law enforcement and
investigation activities not related to drug en-
forcement as determined by the Director;

““(ii) requests funding for law enforcement ac-
tivities on the borders of the United States that
do not adequately direct resources to drug inter-
diction and enforcement as determined by the
Director;

“‘(iii) requests funding for drug treatment ac-
tivities that do not provide adequate result and
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accountability measures as determined by the
Director;

“(iv) requests funding for any activities of the
Safe and Drug Free Schools Program that do
not include a clear antidrug message or purpose
intended to reduce drug use;

“(v) requests funding to enforce section
484(r)(1) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 1091(r)(1)) with respect to convictions for
drug-related offenses not occurring during a pe-
riod of enrollment for which the student was re-
ceiving any Federal grant, loan, or work assist-
ance;

“(vi) requests funding for drug treatment ac-
tivities that do not adequately support and en-
hance Federal drug treatment programs and ca-
pacity, as determined by the Director;

“(vii) requests funding for fiscal year 2007 for
activities of the Department of Education, un-
less it is accompanied by a report setting forth
a plan for providing expedited consideration of
student loan applications for all individuals
who submitted an application for any Federal
grant, loan, or work assistance that was re-
jected or denied pursuant to 484(r)(1) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1091(r)(1)) by reason of a conviction for a drug-
related offense not occurring during a period of
enrollment for which the individual was receiv-
ing any Federal grant, loan, or work assistance;
and

“(viii) requests funding for the operations and
management of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity that does not include a specific request
for funds for the Office of Counternarcotics En-
forcement to carry out its responsibilities under
section 878 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002
(6 U.S.C. 458).”’;

(3) in subparagraph (D)(iii), as so redesig-
nated, by inserting ‘“‘and the appropriate con-
gressional committees’ after ‘‘House of Rep-
resentatives’’; and

(4) in subparagraph (E)(ii)(II)(bdb), as so re-
designated, by inserting ‘‘and the appropriate
congressional committees’ after ‘‘House of Rep-
resentatives’’.

(f) REPROGRAMMING AND TRANSFER RE-
QUESTS.—Section 704(c)(4)(A4) (21 U.S.C.
1703(c)(4)(A)) is  amended by striking
35,000,000’ and inserting ‘‘$1,000,000°.

(9) POWERS OF DIRECTOR.—Section 704(d) (21
U.S.C. 1703(d)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (8)(D), by striking ‘‘have
been authorized by Congress;” and inserting
“authorized by law,”’;

(2) in paragraph (9)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘notwithstanding any other
provision of law,”’ after “‘(9)”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘Strategy; and’ and inserting
“Strategy and mnotify the appropriate congres-
sional committees of any fund control notice
issued;’’;

(3) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘(22 U.S.C.
22917).”” and inserting ‘(22 U.S.C. 2291j) and sec-
tion 706 of the Foreign Relations Authorization
Act, Fiscal Year 2003 (22 U.S.C. 2291j-1); and’’;
and

(4) by adding at the end the following mew
paragraph:

“(11) not later than August 1 of each year,
submit to the President a report, and transmit
copies of the report to the Secretary of State and
the appropriate congressional committees, that—

“(A) provides the Director’s assessment of
which countries are major drug transit countries
or major illicit drug producing countries as de-
fined in section 481(e) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291(e));

“(B) provides the Director’s assessment of
whether each country identified under subpara-
graph (A) has cooperated fully with the United
States or has taken adequate steps on its own to
achieve full compliance with the goals and ob-
jectives established by the United Nations Con-
vention Against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs
and Psychotropic Substances and otherwise has
assisted in reducing the supply of illicit drugs to
the United States; and
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‘“(C) provides the Director’s assessment of
whether application of procedures set forth in
section 490 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2291j), as provided in section 706 of
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Year 2003 (22 U.S.C. 2291j-1), is warranted with
respect to countries the Director assesses have
not cooperated fully.”.

(9) FUND CONTROL NOTICES.—Section 704(f)
(21 U.S.C. 1703(f)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

““(4) CONGRESSIONAL NOTICE.—A copy of each
fund control notice shall be transmitted to the
appropriate congressional committees.

‘““(5) RESTRICTIONS.—The Director shall not
issue a fund control notice to direct that all or
part of an amount appropriated to the National
Drug Control Program agency account be obli-
gated, modified, or altered in any manner con-
trary, in whole or in part, to a specific appro-
priation or statute.”’.

(h) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 704 (21
U.S.C. 1703) is amended—

(1) in subsection (g)—

(A) by striking ““National Foreign Intelligence
Program’ and inserting ‘‘National Intelligence
Program’’; and

(B) by inserting a comma before ‘“‘and Tac-
tical’’; and

(2) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘Director of
Central Intelligence’’ and inserting ‘‘Director of
National Intelligence or the Director of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency’’.

(i) REQUIREMENT FOR SOUTH AMERICAN HER-
OIN STRATEGY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of National Drug Control Policy shall submit
to the Congress a comprehensive strategy that
addresses the increased threat from South Amer-
ican heroin, and in particular Colombian heroin
and the emerging threat from opium poppy
grown in Peru and often intended for transit to
Columbia for processing into heroin.

(2) CONTENTS.—The strategy shall include—

(4) opium eradication efforts to eliminate the
problem at the source to prevent heroin from en-
tering the stream of commerce;

(B) interdiction and precursor chemical con-
trols;

(C) demand reduction and treatment;

(D) alternative development programs, includ-
ing direct assistance to regional governments to
demobilize and provide alternative livelihoods to
former members of insurgent or other groups en-
gaged in heroin, coca, or other illicit drug pro-
duction or trafficking;

(E) efforts to inform and involve local citizens
in the programs described in subparagraphs (A)
through (D), such as through leaflets adver-
tising rewards for information;

(F) provisions that ensure the maintenance at
current levels of efforts to eradicate coca in Co-
lombia; and

(G) assessment of the specific level of funding
and resources mecessary to simultaneously ad-
dress the threat from South American heroin
and the threat from Colombian and Peruvian
coca.

(3) TREATMENT OF CLASSIFIED OR LAW EN-
FORCEMENT SENSITIVE INFORMATION.—Any con-
tent of the strategy that involves information
classified under criteria established by an Exec-
utive order, or whose public disclosure, as deter-
mined by the Director or the head of any rel-
evant Federal agency, would be detrimental to
the law enforcement or national security activi-
ties of any Federal, foreign, or international
agency, shall be presented to Congress sepa-
rately from the rest of the strategy.

(j) REQUIREMENT FOR AFGHAN HEROIN STRAT-
EGY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy shall submit to the Congress a comprehen-
sive strategy that addresses the increased threat
from Afghan heroin.
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(2) CONTENTS.—The strategy shall include—

(A) opium crop eradication efforts to eliminate
the problem at the source to prevent heroin from
entering the stream of commerce;

(B) destruction or other direct elimination of
stockpiles of heroin and raw opium, and heroin
production and storage facilities;

(C) interdiction and precursor chemical con-
trols;

(D) demand reduction and treatment;

(E) alternative development programs;

(F) measures to improve cooperation and co-
ordination between Federal Government agen-
cies, and between such agencies, agencies of for-
eign governments, and international organiza-
tions with responsibility for the prevention of
heroin production in, or trafficking out of, Af-
ghanistan; and

(G) an assessment of the specific level of fund-
ing and resources necessary Significantly to re-
duce the production and trafficking of heroin.

(3) TREATMENT OF CLASSIFIED OR LAW EN-
FORCEMENT SENSITIVE INFORMATION.—Any con-
tent of the strategy that involves information
classified under criteria established by an Exec-
utive order, or whose public disclosure, as deter-
mined by the Director or the head of any rel-
evant Federal agency, would be detrimental to
the law enforcement or national security activi-
ties of any Federal, foreign, or international
agency, shall be presented to Congress sepa-
rately from the rest of the strategy.

(k) REQUIREMENT FOR GENERAL COUNTERDRUG
INTELLIGENCE PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, and not later
than every two years thereafter, the Director of
the Office of National Drug Control Policy, with
the concurrence of the Director of National In-
telligence, shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees, a general counterdrug in-
telligence plan to improve coordination, and
eliminate unnecessary duplication, among the
counterdrug intelligence centers and informa-
tion sharing systems, and counterdrug activities
of the Federal Government, including the cen-
ters, systems, and activities of the following de-
partments and agencies:

(A) The Department of Defense, including the
Defense Intelligence Agency, and the joint inter-
agency task forces.

(B) The Department of the Treasury, includ-
ing the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network
(FinCEN).

(C) The Central Intelligence Agency.

(D) The National Security Agency.

(E) The Department of Homeland Security, in-
cluding the United States Coast Guard, the bu-
reau of Customs and Border Protection, and the
bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment.

(F) The Department of Justice, including the
National Drug Intelligence Center (NDIC); the
Drug Enforcement Administration, including
the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC); the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation; the Organized
Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force;, and the
Regional Information Sharing System.

(G) The Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy, including the High Intensity Drug Traf-
ficking Areas Program.

(H) The Counterdrug Intelligence Erecutive
Secretariat.

(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the plan under
paragraph (1) is to maximize the effectiveness of
the centers and activities referred to in that
paragraph in achieving the objectives of the Na-
tional Drug Control Strategy promulgated under
21 U.S.C. 1705. In order to maximize such effec-
tiveness, the plan shall—

(A) articulate clear and specific mission state-
ments (including purpose and scope of activity)
for each counterdrug intelligence center, system,
and activity, including the manner in which re-
sponsibility for counterdrug intelligence activi-
ties will be allocated among the counterdrug in-
telligence centers and systems;

(B) specify each government agency (whether
Federal, State, or local) that participates in
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each such center, system, and activity, includ-
ing a description of the extent and nature of
that participation;

(C) specify the relationship between such cen-
ters, systems, and activities;

(D) specify the means by which proper over-
sight of such centers, systems, and activities will
be assured;

(E) specify the means by which counterdrug
intelligence and information will be forwarded
effectively to all levels of officials responsible for
United States counterdrug policy; and

(F) specify mechanisms to ensure that State
and local law enforcement agencies are apprised
of counterdrug intelligence and information ac-
quired by Federal law enforcement agencies in a
manner which—

(i) facilitates effective counterdrug activities
by State and local law enforcement agencies;
and

(ii) provides such State and local law enforce-
ment agencies with the information relating to
the safety of officials involved in their
counterdrug activities.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this subsection—

(A) the term ‘‘center’ refers to any center, of-
fice, task force, or other coordinating organiza-
tion engaged in counterdrug intelligence or in-
formation analyzing or sharing activities;

(B) the term ‘‘system’ refers to any computer-
ized database or other electronic system used for
counterdrug intelligence or information ana-
lyzing or sharing activities; and

(C) the term ‘“‘appropriate congressional com-
mittees’’ means the following:

(i) The Committee on Appropriations, the
Committee on Foreign Relations, the Committee
on the Judiciary, the Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs, the Caucus
on International Narcotics Control, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Senate.

(ii) The Committee on Appropriations, the
Committee on International Relations, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, the Committee on Homeland
Security, and the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence of the House of Representatives.

(4) LIMITATION.—The general counterdrug in-
telligence plan shall not—

(A) change existing agency authorities or the
laws governing interagency relationships, but
may include recommendations about changes to
such authorities or laws; or

(B) include any information about specific
methods of obtaining, or sources of, intelligence
or information, or any information about spe-
cific individuals, cases, investigations, or oper-
ations.

(5) CLASSIFIED OR LAW ENFORCEMENT SEN-
SITIVE INFORMATION.—Any content of the gen-
eral counterdrug intelligence plan that involves
information classified under criteria established
by an Executive order, or whose public disclo-
sure, as determined by the Director of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy, the Director of
National Intelligence, or the head of any Fed-
eral Government agency whose activities are de-
scribed in the plan, would be detrimental to the
law enforcement or national security activities
of any Federal, State, or local agency, shall be
presented to Congress separately from the rest of
the report.

(1) REQUIREMENT FOR SOUTHWEST BORDER
COUNTERNARCOTICS STRATEGY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, and every two
years thereafter, the Director of National Drug
Control Policy shall submit to the Congress a
Southwest Border Counternarcotics Strategy.

(2) PURPOSES.—The Southwest Border Coun-
ternarcotics Strategy shall—

(A) set forth the Government’s strategy for
preventing the illegal trafficking of drugs across
the international border between the United
States and Mexzxico, including through ports of
entry and between ports of entry on that border;

(B) state the specific roles and responsibilities
of the relevant National Drug Control Program
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agencies (as defined in section 702 of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1998 (21 U.S.C. 1701)) for imple-
menting that strategy; and

(C) identify the specific resources required to
enable the relevant National Drug Control Pro-
gram agencies to implement that strategy.

(3) CONSULTATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES.—
The Director shall issue the Southwest Border
Counternarcotics Strategy in consultation with
the heads of the relevant National Drug Control
Program agencies.

(4) LIMITATION.—The Southwest Border Coun-
ternarcotics Strategy shall not change existing
agency authorities or the laws governing inter-
agency relationships, but may include rec-
ommendations about changes to such authori-
ties or laws.

(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Director shall
provide a copy of the Southwest Border Coun-
ternarcotics Strategy to the appropriate congres-
sional committees (as defined in section 702 of
the Office of National Drug Control Policy Re-
authorication Act of 1998 (21 U.S.C. 1701)), and
to the Committee on Armed Services and the
Committee on Homeland Security of the House
of Representatives, and the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs and the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate.

(6) TREATMENT OF CLASSIFIED OR LAW EN-
FORCEMENT SENSITIVE INFORMATION.—AnY con-
tent of the Southwest Border Counternarcotics
Strategy that involves information classified
under criteria established by an Executive order,
or whose public disclosure, as determined by the
Director or the head of any relevant National
Drug Control Program agency, would be detri-
mental to the law enforcement or national secu-
rity activities of any Federal, State, or local
agency, shall be presented to Congress sepa-
rately from the rest of the strategy.

(m) REQUIREMENT FOR SCIENTIFIC STUDY OF
MYCOHERBICIDE IN ILLICIT DRUG CROP ERADI-
CATION.—Not later than 90 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Director of the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy shall sub-
mit to the Congress a report that includes a plan
to conduct, on an expedited basis, a scientific
study of the use of mycoherbicide as a means of
illicit drug crop elimination by an appropriate
Government scientific research entity, including
a complete and thorough scientific peer review.
The study shall include an evaluation of the
likely human health and environmental impacts
of such use. The report shall also include a plan
to conduct controlled scientific testing in a
magjor drug producing nation of mycoherbicide
naturally existing in the producing nation.

SEC. 7. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO COORDINA-
TION WITH OTHER AGENCIES.

Section 705 (21 U.S.C. 1704) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(4), by striking
“‘abuse’’;

(2) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence’’ and inserting ‘‘Di-
rector of National Intelligence’’;

(3) in subsection (a)(2)(B), by striking ‘‘Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence’’ and inserting ‘‘Di-
rector of National Intelligence and the Director
of the Central Intelligence Agency’’;

(4) by amending paragraph (3) of subsection
(a) to read as follows:

““(3) REQUIRED REPORTS.—

““(A) SECRETARIES OF THE INTERIOR AND AGRI-
CULTURE.—The Secretaries of Agriculture and
Interior shall, by July 1 of each year, jointly
submit to the Director, the appropriate congres-
sional committees, the Committee on Agriculture
and the Committee on Resources of the House of
Representatives, and the Committee on Agri-
culture and the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources of the Senate, an assessment of
the quantity of illegal drug cultivation and
manufacturing in the United States on lands
owned or under the jurisdiction of the Federal
Government for the preceding year.

‘““(B) ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The Attorney Gen-
eral shall, by July 1 of each year, submit to the
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Director and the appropriate congressional com-
mittees information for the preceding year re-
garding the number and type of—

““(i) arrests for drug violations;

“(it) prosecutions for drug violations by
United States Attorneys; and

““(iti) seizures of drugs by each component of
the Department of Justice seizing drugs, as well
as statistical information on the geographic
areas of such seizures.

“(C) SECRETARY OF HOMELAND SECURITY.—
The Secretary of Homeland Security shall, by
July 1 of each year, submit to the Director, the
appropriate congressional committees, and the
Committee on Homeland Security of the House
of Representatives, and the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs of the
Senate, information for the preceding year re-
garding—

‘(i) the number and type of seizures of drugs
by each component of the Department of Home-
land Security seizing drugs, as well as statistical
information on the geographic areas of such sei-
zures; and

“(it) the number of air and maritime patrol
hours undertaken by each component of that
Department primarily dedicated to drug supply
reduction missions.

““(D) SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.—The Secretary
of Defense shall, by July 1 of each year, submit
to the Director, the appropriate congressional
committees, the Committee on Armed Services of
the House of Representatives, and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the Senate, informa-
tion for the preceding year regarding the num-
ber of air and maritime patrol hours primarily
dedicated to drug supply reduction missions un-
dertaken by each component of the Department
of Defense.’’;

(5) in subsection (b)(2)(B), by striking ‘‘Pro-
gram.” and inserting ‘‘Strategy.”’; and

(6) in subsection (c), by striking “in’’ and in-
serting “‘on’’.

SEC. 8. DEVELOPMENT, SUBMISSION, IMPLEMEN-
TATION, AND ASSESSMENT OF NA-
TIONAL DRUG CONTROL STRATEGY.

Section 706 (21 U.S.C. 1705) is amended to read
as follows:

“SEC. 706. DEVELOPMENT, SUBMISSION, IMPLE-
MENTATION, AND ASSESSMENT OF
NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL STRAT-
EGY.

“(a) TIMING, CONTENTS, AND PROCESS FOR DE-
VELOPMENT AND SUBMISSION OF NATIONAL DRUG
CONTROL STRATEGY.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than February 1
of each year, the President shall submit to Con-
gress a National Drug Control Strategy, which
shall set forth a comprehensive plan for reduc-
ing illicit drug use and the consequences of il-
licit drug use in the United States by reducing
the demand for illegal drugs, limiting the avail-
ability of illegal drugs, and conducting law en-
forcement activities with respect to illegal drugs.

““(2) CONTENTS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The National Drug Control
Strategy submitted under paragraph (1) shall
include the following:

‘(i) Comprehensive, research-based, long-
range, and quantifiable goals for reducing illicit
drug use and the consequences of illicit drug use
in the United States.

“(it) Annual quantifiable objectives for de-
mand reduction, supply reduction, and law en-
forcement activities, specific targets to accom-
plish long-range quantifiable reduction in illicit
drug use as determined by the Director, and spe-
cific measurements to evaluate progress toward
the targets and strategic goals.

““(iii) A strategy to reduce the availability and
purity of illegal drugs and the level of drug-re-
lated crime in the United States.

“(iv) An assessment of Federal effectiveness in
achieving the National Drug Control Strategy
for the previous year, including a specific eval-
uation of whether the objectives and targets for
reducing illicit drug use for the previous year
were met and reasons for the success or failure
of the previous year’s Strategy.
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“(v) A general review of the status of, and
trends in, international, State, and local drug
control activities to ensure that the United
States pursues well-coordinated and effective
drug control at all levels of government.

“(vi) A general review of the status of, and
trends in, demand reduction activities by private
sector entities and community-based organiza-
tions, including faith-based organizations, to
determine their effectiveness and the extent of
cooperation, coordination, and mutual support
between such entities and organizations and
Federal, State, and local government agencies.

“(vii) An assessment of current illicit drug use
(including inhalants and steroids) and avail-
ability, impact of illicit drug use, and treatment
availability, which assessment shall include—

“(I) estimates of drug prevalence and fre-
quency of use as measured by national, State,
and local surveys of illicit drug use and by other
special studies of nondependent and dependent
illicit drug use;

““(I1) illicit drug use in the workplace and the
productivity lost by such use; and

“(I111) illicit drug use by arrestees, proba-
tioners, and parolees.

“(viii) An assessment of the reduction of illicit
drug availability, as measured by—

“(I) the quantities of cocaine, heroin, mari-
juana, methamphetamine, ecstasy, and other
drugs available for consumption in the United
States;

“(I1) the amount of marijuana, cocaine, her-
oin, methamphetamine, ecstasy, and precursor
chemicals and other drugs entering the United
States;

“(II1) the number of illicit drug manufac-
turing laboratories seized and destroyed and the
number of hectares of marijuana, poppy, and
coca cultivated and destroyed domestically and
in other countries;

“(IV) the number of metric tons of marijuana,
heroin, cocaine, and methamphetamine seized
and other drugs; and

“(V) changes in the price and purity of her-
oin, methamphetamine, and cocaine, changes in
the price of ecstasy, and changes in
tetrahydrocannabinol level of marijuana and
other drugs.

“(ix) An assessment of the reduction of the
consequences of illicit drug use and availability,
which shall include—

“(I) the burden illicit drug users place on hos-
pital emergency departments in the United
States, such as the quantity of illicit drug-re-
lated services provided,

“(I1) the annual national health care cost of
illicit drug use; and

“(III) the extent of illicit drug-related crime
and criminal activity.

“(x) A general review of the status of, and
trends in, of drug treatment in the United
States, by assessing—

“(I) public and private treatment utilization;
and

“(II) the number of illicit drug users the Di-
rector estimates meet diagnostic criteria for
treatment.

“(zi) A review of the research agenda of the
Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center to
reduce the availability and abuse of drugs.

“(xii) A summary of the efforts made by Fed-
eral agencies to coordinate with private sector
entities to conduct private research and develop-
ment of medications to treat addiction by—

“(I) screening chemicals for potential thera-
peutic value;

“(II) developing promising compounds;

“(1II) conducting clinical trials;

“(IV) seeking, where appropriate, Food and
Drug Administration approval for drugs to treat
addiction;

“(V) marketing, where appropriate, the drug
for the treatment of addiction;

“(VI) urging physicians, where appropriate,
to use the drug in the treatment of addiction;
and

“(VII) encouraging, where appropriate, insur-
ance companies to reimburse the cost of the drug
for the treatment of addiction.
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““(xiii) Such additional statistical data and in-
formation as the Director considers appropriate
to demonstrate and assess trends relating to il-
licit drug use, the effects and consequences of il-
licit drug use, supply reduction, demand reduc-
tion, drug-related law enforcement, and the im-
plementation of the National Drug Control
Strategy.

“(xiv) A supplement reviewing the activities of
each individual National Drug Control Program
agency during the previous year with respect to
the National Drug Control Strategy and the Di-
rector’s assessment of the progress of each Na-
tional Drug Control Program agency in meeting
its responsibilities under the National Drug
Control Strategy.

““(B) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—Any contents
of the National Drug Control Strategy that in-
volve information properly classified under cri-
teria established by an Executive order shall be
presented to Congress separately from the rest of
the National Drug Control Strategy.

““(C) SELECTION OF DATA AND INFORMATION.—
In selecting data and information for inclusion
under subparagraph (A), the Director shall en-
sure—

‘“(i) the inclusion of data and information
that will permit analysis of current trends
against previously compiled data and informa-
tion where the Director believes such analysis
enhances long-term assessment of the National
Drug Control Strategy; and

““(ii) the inclusion of data and information to
permit a standardized and uniform assessment
of the effectiveness of drug treatment programs
in the United States.

““(3) PROCESS FOR DEVELOPMENT AND SUBMIS-
SION.—

‘““(A) CONSULTATION.—In developing and ef-
fectively implementing the National Drug Con-
trol Strategy, the Director—

““(i) shall consult with—

“(I) the heads of the National Drug Control
Program agencies;

‘“(1I) Congress;

‘“(111) State and local officials;

‘“(IV) private citizens and organizations, in-
cluding community- and faith-based organiza-
tions, with experience and expertise in demand
reduction;

‘“(V) private citizens and organizations with
experience and expertise in supply reduction;

‘“(VI) private citicens and organizations with
experience and expertise in law enforcement;
and

‘““(VII) appropriate representatives of foreign
governments;

““(ii)) with the concurrence of the Attorney
General, may require the El Paso Intelligence
Center to undertake specific tasks or projects to
implement the National Drug Control Strategy;

““(iii) with the concurrence of the Director of
National Intelligence and the Attorney General,
may request that the National Drug Intelligence
Center undertake specific tasks or projects to
implement the National Drug Control Strategy;
and

“(iv) may make recommendations to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services on re-
search that supports or advances the National
Drug Control Strategy.

“(B) COMMITMENT TO SUPPORT STRATEGY.—In
satisfying the requirements of subparagraph
(A)(i), the Director shall ensure, to the max-
imum extent possible, that State and local offi-
cials and relevant private organizations commit
to support and take steps to achieve the goals
and objectives of the National Drug Control
Strategy.

‘“(C) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Recommendations
under subparagraph (A)(iv) may include rec-
ommendations of research to be performed at the
National Institutes of Health, including the Na-
tional Institute on Drug Abuse, or any other ap-
propriate agency within the Department of
Health and Human Services.

‘(D) INCLUSION IN STRATEGY.—The National
Drug Control Strategy under this subsection
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shall include a list of each entity consulted
under subparagraph (A)(i).

‘“(4) SUBMISSION OF REVISED STRATEGY.—The
President may submit to Congress a revised Na-
tional Drug Control Strategy that meets the re-
quirements of this section—

“(A) at any time, upon a determination by the
President, in consultation with the Director,
that the National Drug Control Strategy in ef-
fect is not sufficiently effective; or

‘““(B) if a new President or Director takes of-
fice.

“(b) PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEM.—
Not later than February 1 of each year, the Di-
rector shall submit to Congress, as part of the
National Drug Control Strategy, a description of
a national drug control performance measure-
ment system that—

‘(1) develops 2-year and 5-year performance
measures and targets for each National Drug
Control Strategy goal and objective established
for reducing drug use, drug availability, and the
consequences of drug use;

““(2) describes the sources of information and
data that will be used for each performance
measure incorporated into the performance
measurement system;

““(3) identifies major programs and activities
of the National Drug Control Program agencies
that support the goals and annual objectives of
the National Drug Control Strategy;

‘““(4) evaluates the contribution of demand re-
duction and supply reduction activities imple-
mented by each National Drug Control Program
agency in support of the National Drug Control
Strategy;

““(5) monitors consistency of drug-related
goals and objectives among the National Drug
Control Program agencies and ensures that each
agency’s goals, objectives, and budgets support
and are fully consistent with the National Drug
Control Strategy; and

‘““(6) coordinates the development and imple-
mentation of national drug control data collec-
tion and reporting systems to support policy for-
mulation and performance measurement, includ-
ing an assessment of—

‘““(A) the quality of current drug use measure-
ment instruments and techniques to measure
supply reduction and demand reduction activi-
ties;

‘“‘(B) the adequacy of the coverage of existing
national drug use measurement instruments and
techniques to measure the illicit drug user popu-
lation, and groups that are at risk for illicit
drug use; and

‘“(C) the adequacy of the coverage of existing
national treatment outcome monitoring systems
to measure the effectiveness of drug abuse treat-
ment in reducing illicit drug use and criminal
behavior during and after the completion of sub-
stance abuse treatment; and

‘““(7) identifies the actions the Director shall
take to correct any inadequacies, deficiencies, or
limitations identified in the assessment described
in paragraph (6).

““(c) MODIFICATIONS.—A description of any
modifications made during the preceding year to
the mnational drug performance measurement
system described in subsection (b) shall be in-
cluded in each report submitted wunder sub-
section (a).”’.

SEC. 9. HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING
AREAS PROGRAM.

Section 707 (21 U.S.C. 1706) is amended to read
as follows:

“SEC. 707. HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING
AREAS PROGRAM.

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in the
Office a program to be known as the High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Areas Program (in this
section referred to as the ‘Program’).

‘“(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the Program is
to reduce drug trafficking and drug production
in the United States by—

““(A) facilitating cooperation among Federal,
State, and local law enforcement agencies to
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share information and implement coordinated
enforcement activities;

“(B) enhancing intelligence sharing among
Federal, State, and local law enforcement agen-
cies;

“(C) providing reliable intelligence to law en-
forcement agencies meeded to design effective
enforcement strategies and operations; and

‘(D) supporting coordinated law enforcement
strategies which maximize use of available re-
sources to reduce the supply of illegal drugs in
designated areas and in the United States as a
whole.

““(b) DESIGNATION.—The Director, upon con-
sultation with the Attorney General, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Home-
land Security, heads of the National Drug Con-
trol Program agencies, and the Governor of each
applicable State, may designate any specified
area of the United States as a high intensity
drug trafficking area. After making such a des-
ignation and in order to provide Federal assist-
ance to the area so designated, the Director
may—

‘(1) obligate such sums as are appropriated
for the Program;

““(2) direct the temporary reassignment of Fed-
eral personnel to such area, subject to the ap-
proval of the head of the department or agency
that employs such personnel;

“(3) take any other action authorized under
section 704 to provide increased Federal assist-
ance to those areas; and

‘“(4) coordinate activities under this section
(specifically administrative, recordkeeping, and
funds management activities) with State and
local officials.

““(c) PETITIONS FOR DESIGNATION.—The Direc-
tor shall establish regulations under which a co-
alition of interested law enforcement agencies
from an area may petition for designation as a
high intensity drug trafficking area. Such regu-
lations shall provide for a regular review by the
Director of the petition, including a rec-
ommendation regarding the merit of the petition
to the Director by a panel of qualified, inde-
pendent experts.

‘“(d) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—In con-
sidering whether to designate an area under this
section as a high intensity drug trafficking
area, the Director shall consider, in addition to
such other criteria as the Director considers to
be appropriate, the extent to which—

‘(1) the area is a significant center of illegal
drug production, manufacturing, importation,
or distribution;

“(2) State and local law enforcement agencies
have committed resources to respond to the drug
trafficking problem in the area, thereby indi-
cating a determination to respond aggressively
to the problem;

“(3) drug-related activities in the area are
having a significant harmful impact in the area,
and in other areas of the country; and

“(4) a significant increase in allocation of
Federal resources is necessary to respond ade-
quately to drug-related activities in the area.

“(e) ORGANIZATION OF HIGH INTENSITY DRUG
TRAFFICKING AREAS.—

‘(1) EXECUTIVE BOARD AND OFFICERS.—To be
eligible for funds appropriated under this sec-
tion, each high intensity drug trafficking area
shall be governed by an Erecutive Board. The
Ezecutive Board shall designate a chairman,
vice chairman, and any other officers to the Ex-
ecutive Board that it determines are necessary.

““(2) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Executive Board
of a high intensity drug trafficking area shall be
responsible for—

“(A) providing direction and oversight in es-
tablishing and achieving the goals of the high
intensity drug trafficking area;

“(B) managing the funds of the high intensity
drug trafficking area;

“(C) reviewing and approving all funding pro-
posals consistent with the overall objective of
the high intensity drug trafficking area; and

“(D) reviewing and approving all reports to
the Director on the activities of the high inten-
sity drug trafficking area.
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‘“(3) BOARD REPRESENTATION.—None of the
funds appropriated under this section may be
expended for any high intensity drug trafficking
area, or for a partnership or region of a high in-
tensity drug trafficking area, if that area’s, re-
gion’s or partnership’s Executive Board does not
apportion an equal number of votes between
representatives of participating Federal agencies
and representatives of participating State and
local agencies. Where it is impractical for a
equal number of representatives of Federal
agencies and State and local agencies to attend
a meeting of an Executive Board in person, the
Ezxecutive Board may use a System of proxy
votes or weighted votes to achieve the voting
balance required by this paragraph.

““(4) NO AGENCY RELATIONSHIP.—The eligibility
requirements of this section are intended to en-
sure the responsible use of Federal funds. Noth-
ing in this section is intended to create an agen-
cy relationship between individual high inten-
sity drug trafficking areas and the Federal Gov-
ernment.

‘“(f) USE OF FUNDS.—The Director shall en-
sure that no Federal funds appropriated for the
Program are expended for the establishment or
expansion of drug treatment programs, and
shall ensure that not more than five percent of
the Federal funds appropriated for the Program
are expended for the establishment of drug pre-
vention programs.

““(9) COUNTERTERRORISM ACTIVITIES.—

““(1) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Director
may authorize use of resources available for the
Program to assist Federal, State, and local law
enforcement agencies in investigations and ac-
tivities related to terrorism and prevention of
terrorism, especially but not exclusively with re-
spect to such investigations and activities that
are also related to drug trafficking.

““(2) LIMITATION.—The Director shall ensure—

“(A) that assistance provided under para-
graph (1) remains incidental to the purpose of
the Program to reduce drug availability and
carry out drug-related law enforcement activi-
ties; and

‘“‘(B) that significant resources of the Program
are not redirected to activities exclusively re-
lated to terrorism, except on a temporary basis
under extraordinary circumstances, as deter-
mined by the Director.

“(h) ROLE OF DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINIS-
TRATION.—The Director, in consultation with
the Attorney General, shall ensure that a rep-
resentative of the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration is included in the Intelligence Support
Center for each high intensity drug trafficking
area.

“(i) ANNUAL HIDTA PROGRAM BUDGET SUB-
MISSIONS.—As part of the documentation that
supports the President’s annual budget request
for the Office, the Director shall submit to Con-
gress a budget justification that includes the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) The amount requested for each high in-
tensity drug trafficking area with supporting
narrative descriptions and rationale for each re-
quest.

“(2) A detailed justification for each funding
request that explains the reasons for the re-
quested funding level, how such funding level
was determined based on a current assessment
of the drug trafficking threat in each high in-
tensity drug trafficking area, how such funding
will ensure that the goals and objectives of each
such area will be achieved, and how such fund-
ing supports the National Drug Control Strat-
egy.
“(j) EMERGING THREAT RESPONSE FUND.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director may expend
up to 10 percent of the amounts appropriated
under this section on a discretionary basis, to
respond to any emerging drug trafficking threat
in an existing high intensity drug trafficking
area, or to establish a new high intensity drug
trafficking area or expand an existing high in-
tensity drug trafficking area, in accordance
with the criteria established under paragraph

2).
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““(2) CONSIDERATION OF IMPACT.—In allo-
cating funds under this subsection, the Director
shall consider—

“(A) the impact of activities funded on reduc-
ing overall drug traffic in the United States, or
minimizing the probability that an emerging
drug trafficking threat will spread to other
areas of the United States; and

‘““(B) such other criteria as the Director con-
siders appropriate.

“(k) EVALUATION.—

‘(1) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
section, the Director shall, after consulting with
the Executive Boards of each designated high
intensity drug trafficking area, submit a report
to Congress that describes, for each designated
high intensity drug trafficking area—

“(A) the specific purposes for the high inten-
sity drug trafficking area;

‘““(B) the specific long-term and short-term
goals and objectives for the high intensity drug
trafficking area;

‘“(C) the measurements that will be used to
evaluate the performance of the high intensity
drug trafficking area in achieving the long-term
and short-term goals; and

‘(D) the reporting requirements needed to
evaluate the performance of the high intensity
drug trafficking area in achieving the long-term
and short-term goals.

““(2) EVALUATION OF HIDTA PROGRAM AS PART
OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL STRATEGY.—For
each designated high intensity drug trafficking
area, the Director shall submit, as part of the
annual National Drug Control Strategy report,
a report that—

““(A) describes—

‘(i) the specific purposes for the high inten-
sity drug trafficking area; and

‘““(ii) the specific long-term and short-term
goals and objectives for the high intensity drug
trafficking area; and

‘““(B) includes an evaluation of the perform-
ance of the high intensity drug trafficking area
in accomplishing the specific long-term and
short-term goals and objectives identified under
paragraph (1)(B).

““(1) ASSESSMENT OF DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK
FORCES IN HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING
AREAS.—Not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this subsection, and as part of
each subsequent annual National Drug Control
Strategy report, the Director shall submit to
Congress a report—

‘(1) assessing the number and operation of all
federally funded drug enforcement task forces
within each high intensity drug trafficking
area; and

““(2) describing—

‘““(A) each Federal, State, and local drug en-
forcement task force operating in the high in-
tensity drug trafficking area;

‘““(B) how such task forces coordinate with
each other, with any high intensity drug traf-
ficking area task force, and with investigations
receiving funds from the Organized Crime and
Drug Enforcement Task Force;

‘“(C) what steps, if any, each such task force
takes to share information regarding drug traf-
ficking and drug production with other feder-
ally funded drug enforcement task forces in the
high intensity drug trafficking area;

‘(D) the role of the high intensity drug traf-
ficking area in coordinating the sharing of such
information among task forces;

‘“(E) the nature and extent of cooperation by
each Federal, State, and local participant in en-
suring that such information is shared among
law enforcement agencies and with the high in-
tensity drug trafficking area;

‘““(F) the nature and extent to which informa-
tion sharing and enforcement activities are co-
ordinated with joint terrorism task forces in the
high intensity drug trafficking area; and

‘“(G) any recommendations for measures need-
ed to ensure that task force resources are uti-
lized efficiently and effectively to reduce the
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availability of illegal drugs in the high intensity
drug trafficking areas.

““(m) ASSESSMENT OF INTELLIGENCE SHARING IN
HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS—
PROGRAM.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this subsection, and as
part of each subsequent annual National Drug
Control Strategy report, the Director shall sub-
mit to Congress a report—

“(1) evaluating existing and planned intel-
ligence systems supported by each high intensity
drug trafficking area, or utilized by task forces
receiving any funding under the Program, in-
cluding the extent to which such systems ensure
access and availability of intelligence to Fed-
eral, State, and local law enforcement agencies
within the high intensity drug trafficking area
and outside of it;

“(2) the extent to which Federal, State, and
local law enforcement agencies participating in
each high intensity drug trafficking area are
sharing intelligence information to assess cur-
rent drug trafficking threats and design appro-
priate enforcement strategies; and

“(3) the measures needed to improve effective
sharing of information and intelligence regard-
ing drug trafficking and drug production among
Federal, State, and local law enforcement par-
ticipating in a high intensity drug trafficking
area, and between such agencies and similar
agencies outside the high intensity drug traf-
ficking area.

““(n) COORDINATION OF INTELLIGENCE SHARING
WITH ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT
TASK FORCE PROGRAM.—The Director, in con-
sultation with the Attorney General, shall en-
sure that any drug enforcement intelligence ob-
tained by the Intelligence Support Center for
each high intensity drug trafficking area is
shared, on a timely basis, with the drug intel-
ligence fusion center operated by the Organized
Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force of the De-
partment of Justice.

““(0) USE OF FUNDS TO COMBAT METHAMPHET-
AMINE TRAFFICKING.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—

‘““(A) REQUIREMENT.—The Director shall en-
sure that, of the amounts appropriated for a fis-
cal year for the Program, at least $15,000,000 is
allocated to combat the trafficking of meth-
amphetamine in areas designated by the Direc-
tor as high intensity drug trafficking areas.

““(B) ACTIVITIES.—In meeting the requirement
in subparagraph (A), the Director shall transfer
funds to appropriate Federal, State, and local
governmental agencies for employing additional
Federal law enforcement personnel, or facili-
tating the employment of additional State and
local law enforcement personnel, including
agents, investigators, prosecutors, laboratory
technicians, chemists, investigative assistants,
and drug prevention specialists.

““(2) APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS.—

““(A) FACTORS IN APPORTIONMENT.—The Direc-
tor shall apportion amounts allocated under
paragraph (1) among areas designated by the
Director as high intensity drug trafficking areas
based on the following factors:

“(i) The number of methamphetamine manu-
facturing facilities discovered by Federal, State,
or local law enforcement officials in the area
during the previous fiscal year.

“(ii)) The number of methamphetamine pros-
ecutions in Federal, State, or local courts in the
area during the previous fiscal year.

““(iii) The number of methamphetamine arrests
by Federal, State, or local law enforcement offi-
cials in the area during the previous fiscal year.

“(iv) The amounts of methamphetamine or
listed chemicals (as that term is defined in sec-
tion 102(33) of the Controlled Substances Act (21
U.S.C. 802(33)) seized by Federal, State, or local
law enforcement officials in the area during the
previous fiscal year.

“(v) Intelligence and predictive data from the
Drug Enforcement Administration showing pat-
terns and trends in abuse, trafficking, and
transportation in methamphetamine and listed
chemicals (as that term is so defined).
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““(B) CERTIFICATION.—Before the Director ap-
portions any funds under this paragraph to a
high intensity drug trafficking area, the Direc-
tor shall certify that the law enforcement enti-
ties responsible for clandestine methamphet-
amine laboratory seizures in that area are pro-
viding laboratory seizure data to the mational
clandestine laboratory database at the El Paso
Intelligence Center.

“(p) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Office of National Drug Control Policy to carry
out this section—

‘(1) $280,000,000 for fiscal year 2007;

““(2) $290,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008
and 2009; and

“(3) $300,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2010
and 2011.”.

SEC. 10. FUNDING FOR CERTAIN HIGH INTENSITY
DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited
as the “‘Dawson Family Community Protection
Act”.

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following:

(1) In the early morning hours of October 16,
2002, the home of Carnell and Angela Dawson
was firebombed in apparent retaliation for Mrs.
Dawson’s notification of police about persistent
drug distribution activity in their East Balti-
more City neighborhood.

(2) The arson claimed the lives of Mr. and
Mrs. Dawson and their 5 young children, aged
9to 14.

(3) The horrific murder of the Dawson family
is a stark example of domestic narco-terrorism.

(4) In all phases of counter-narcotics law en-
forcement—from prevention to investigation to
prosecution to reentry—the voluntary coopera-
tion of ordinary citizens is a critical component.

(5) Voluntary cooperation is difficult for law
enforcement officials to obtain when citizcens
feel that cooperation carries the risk of violent
retaliation by illegal drug trafficking organiza-
tions and their affiliates.

(6) Public confidence that law enforcement is
doing all it can to make communities safe is a
prerequisite for voluntary cooperation among
people who may be subject to intimidation or re-
prisal (or both).

(7) Witness protection programs are insuffi-
cient on their own to provide security because
many individuals and families who strive every
day to make distressed neighborhoods livable for
their children, other relatives, and neighbors
will resist or refuse offers of relocation by local,
State, and Federal prosecutorial agencies and
because, moreover, the continued presence of
strong individuals and families is critical to pre-
serving and strengthening the social fabric in
such communities.

(8) Where (as in certain sections of Baltimore
City) interstate trafficking of illegal drugs has
severe ancillary local consequences within areas
designated as high intensity drug trafficking
areas, it is important that supplementary High
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas Program funds
be committed to support initiatives aimed at
making the affected communities safe for the
residents of those communities and encouraging
their cooperation with local, State, and Federal
law enforcement efforts to combat illegal drug
trafficking.

(c) FUNDING FOR CERTAIN HIGH INTENSITY
DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS.—Section 707 (21
U.S.C. 1706), as amended by section 9, is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

““(q) SPECIFIC PURPOSES.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall ensure
that, of the amounts appropriated for a fiscal
year for the Program, at least $7,000,000 is used
in high intensity drug trafficking areas with se-
vere neighborhood safety and illegal drug dis-
tribution problems.

‘““(2) REQUIRED USES.—The funds used under
paragraph (1) shall be used—

‘““(A) to ensure the safety of meighborhoods
and the protection of communities, including
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the prevention of the intimidation of potential
witnesses of illegal drug distribution and related
activities; and

“(B) to combat illegal drug trafficking
through such methods as the Director considers
appropriate, such as establishing or operating
(or both) a toll-free telephone hotline for use by
the public to provide information about illegal
drug-related activities.””.

SEC. 11. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO COUNTER-
DRUG TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT
CENTER.

(a) CHIEF SCIENTIST.—Section 708(b) (21
U.S.C. 1707(b)) is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘“‘DIRECTOR OF
TECHNOLOGY.—” and inserting ‘‘CHIEF SCI-
ENTIST.—’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘Director of Technology,” and
inserting ‘‘Chief Scientist,”’.

(b) ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF DIREC-
TOR.—Section 708(c) (21 U.S.C. 1707(c)) is
amended to read as follows:

““(c) ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DI-
RECTOR OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director, acting
through the Chief Scientist shall—

‘““(A) identify and define the short-, medium-,
and long-term scientific and technological needs
of Federal, State, and local law enforcement
agencies relating to drug enforcement, includ-
ing—

“(i) advanced surveillance,
radar imaging,

““(ii) electromic support measures;

““(iii) communications;

““(iv) data fusion, advanced computer systems,
and artificial intelligence; and

““(v) chemical, biological, radiological (includ-
ing neutron, electron, and graviton), and other
means of detection;

‘““(B) identify demand reduction (including
drug prevention) basic and applied research
needs and initiatives, in consultation with af-
fected National Drug Control Program agencies,
including—

‘“(i) improving treatment through mneurosci-
entific advances;

““(ii) improving the transfer of biomedical re-
search to the clinical setting; and

““(iii) in consultation with the National Insti-
tute on Drug Abuse and the Substance Abuse
and Mental Health Services Administration, and
through interagency agreements or grants, ex-
amining addiction and rehabilitation research
and the application of technology to expanding
the effectiveness or availability of drug treat-
ment;

‘“(C) make a priority ranking of such mneeds
identified in subparagraphs (A) and (B) accord-
ing to fiscal and technological feasibility, as
part of a National Counterdrug Research and
Development Program;

‘(D) oversee and coordinate counterdrug
technology initiatives with related activities of
other Federal civilian and military departments;

‘“(E) provide support to the development and
implementation of the national drug control per-
formance measurement system established under
subsection (b) of section 706;

‘“(F) with the advice and counsel of experts
from State and local law enforcement agencies,
oversee and coordinate a technology transfer
program for the transfer of technology to State
and local law enforcement agencies; and

‘“(G) pursuant to the authority of the Director
of National Drug Control Policy under section
704, submit requests to Congress for the re-
programming or transfer of funds appropriated
for counterdrug technology research and devel-
opment.

“(2) PRIORITIES
NOLOGY.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Chief Scientist shall
give priority, in transferring technology under
paragraph (1)(F), based on the following cri-
teria:

‘(i) the need of potential recipients for such
technology;
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“‘(ii) the effectiveness of the technology to en-
hance current counterdrug activities of poten-
tial recipients; and

““(iii) the ability and willingness of potential
recipients to evaluate transferred technology.

““(B) INTERDICTION AND BORDER DRUG LAW EN-
FORCEMENT TECHNOLOGIES.—The Chief Scientist
shall give priority, in transferring technologies
most likely to assist in drug interdiction and
border drug law enforcement, to State, local,
and tribal law enforcement agencies in south-
west border areas and northern border areas
with significant traffic in illicit drugs.

““(3) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY.—The author-
ity granted to the Director under this subsection
shall not extend to the direct management of in-
dividual projects or other operational activities.

““(4) REPORT.—Omn or before July 1 of each
year, the Director shall submit a report to the
appropriate congressional committees that ad-
dresses the following:

“(A) The number of requests received during
the previous 12 months, including the identity of
each requesting agency and the type of tech-
nology requested.

“(B) The number of requests fulfilled during
the previous 12 months, including the identity of
each recipient agency and the type of tech-
nology transferred.

“(C) A summary of the criteria used in making
the determination on what requests were funded
and what requests were not funded, except that
such summary shall not include specific infor-
mation on any individual requests.

‘(D) A general assessment of the future needs
of the program, based on expected changes in
threats, expected technologies, and likely need
from potential recipients.

‘“(E) An assessment of the effectiveness of the
technologies transferred, based in part on the
evaluations provided by the recipients, with a
recommendation whether the technology should
continue to be offered through the program.’’.

(c) ASSISTANCE FROM SECRETARY OF HOME-
LAND SECURITY.—Section 708(d) (21 U.S.C.
1707(d)) is amended by inserting ‘, the Secretary
of Homeland Security,”” after “The Secretary of
Defense’’.

SEC. 12. NATIONAL YOUTH ANTIDRUG MEDIA
CAMPAIGN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 709 (21 U.S.C. 1708)
is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 709. NATIONAL YOUTH ANTIDRUG MEDIA
CAMPAIGN.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall conduct
a national youth anti-drug media campaign (re-
ferred to in this subtitle as the ‘national media
campaign’) in accordance with this section for
the purposes of—

‘(1) preventing drug abuse among young peo-
ple in the United States;

“(2) increasing awareness of adults of the im-
pact of drug abuse on young people; and

“(3) encouraging parents and other interested
adults to discuss with young people the dangers
of illegal drug use.

“(b) USE OF FUNDS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts made available to
carry out this section for the national media
campaign may only be used for the following:

““(A) The purchase of media time and space,
including the strategic planning for, and ac-
counting of, such purchases.

“(B) Creative and talent costs, consistent with
paragraph (2)(A).

“(C) Advertising production costs.

“(D) Testing and evaluation of advertising.

“(E) Evaluation of the effectiveness of the na-
tional media campaign.

““(F) The negotiated fees for the winning bid-
der on requests for proposals issued either by
the Office or its designee to enter into contracts
to carry out activities authorized by this section.

“(G) Partnerships with professional and civic
groups, community-based organizations, includ-
ing faith-based organizations, and government
organizations related to the national media
campaign.
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‘“‘(H) Entertainment industry outreach, inter-
active outreach, media projects and activities,
public information, news media outreach, and
corporate sponsorship and participation.

“(1) Operational and management expenses.

““(2) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.—

““(A) CREATIVE SERVICES.—

‘(i) In using amounts for creative and talent
costs under paragraph (1)(B), the Director shall
use creative services donated at no cost to the
Government (including creative services pro-
vided by the Partnership for a Drug-Free Amer-
ica) wherever feasible and may only procure
creative services for advertising—

‘“(I) responding to high-priority or emergent
campaign needs that cannot timely be obtained
at no cost; or

“(II) intended to reach a minority, ethnic, or
other special audience that cannot reasonably
be obtained at no cost; or

‘““(111) the Director determines that the Part-
nership for a Drug-Free America is unable to
provide, pursuant to subsection (d)(2)(B).

““(1i) No more than $1,500,000 may be expended
under this section each fiscal year on creative
services, except that the Director may expend up
to $2,000,000 in a fiscal year on creative services
to meet urgent needs of the national media cam-
paign with advance approval from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and of the Senate upon a showing
of the circumstances causing such urgent needs
of the national media campaign.

“(B) TESTING AND EVALUATION OF ADVER-
TISING.—In using amounts for testing and eval-
uation of advertising under paragraph (1)(D),
the Director shall test all advertisements prior to
use in the national media campaign to ensure
that the advertisements are effective and meet
industry-accepted standards. The Director may
waive this requirement for advertisements using
no more than 10 percent of the purchase of ad-
vertising time purchased under this section in a
fiscal year and no more than 10 percent of the
advertising space purchased under this section
in a fiscal year, if the advertisements respond to
emergent and time-sensitive campaign needs or
the advertisements will not be widely utilized in
the national media campaign.

“(C) EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS OF MEDIA
CAMPAIGN.—In using amounts for the evalua-
tion of the effectiveness of the national media
campaign under paragraph (1)(E), the Director
shall—

““(i) designate an independent entity to evalu-
ate annually the effectiveness of the national
media campaign based on data from—

‘“(I) the Monitoring the Future Study pub-
lished by the Department of Health and Human
Services;

‘“(11) the Attitude Tracking Study published
by the Partnership for a Drug Free America;

““(111) the National Household Survey on Drug
Abuse; and

‘“(IV) other relevant studies or publications,
as determined by the Director, including track-
ing and evaluation data collected according to
marketing and advertising industry standards;
and

‘“(ii) ensure that the effectiveness of the na-
tional media campaign is evaluated in a manner
that enables consideration of whether the na-
tional media campaign has contributed to reduc-
tion of illicit drug use among youth and such
other measures of evaluation as the Director de-
termines are appropriate.

““(3) PURCHASE OF ADVERTISING TIME AND
SPACE.—For each fiscal year, not less than 77
percent of the amounts appropriated under this
section shall be used for the purchase of adver-
tising time and space for the national media
campaign, subject to the following exceptions:

‘“(A) In any fiscal year for which less than
$125,000,000 is appropriated for the national
media campaign, not less than 82 percent of the
amounts appropriated under this section shall
be used for the purchase of advertising time and
space for the national media campaign.
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‘“(B) In any fiscal year for which more than
$195,000,000 is appropriated under this section,
not less than 72 percent shall be used for adver-
tising production costs and the purchase of ad-
vertising time and space for the national media
campaign.

““(c) ADVERTISING.—In carrying out this sec-
tion, the Director shall ensure that sufficient
funds are allocated to meet the stated goals of
the national media campaign.

““(d) DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITIES AND FUNC-
TIONS UNDER THE PROGRAM.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director, in consulta-
tion with the Partnership for a Drug-Free Amer-
ica, shall determine the overall purposes and
strategy of the national media campaign.

““(2) RESPONSIBILITIES.—

‘““(A) DIRECTOR.—The Director shall be re-
sponsible for implementing a focused national
media campaign to meet the purposes set forth
in subsection (a), and shall approve—

“(i) the strategy of the national media cam-
paign,

““(ii) all advertising and promotional material
used in the national media campaign; and

““(iii) the plan for the purchase of advertising
time and space for the national media cam-
paign.

‘“(B) THE PARTNERSHIP FOR A DRUG-FREE
AMERICA.—The Director shall request that the
Partnership for a Drug-Free America—

‘(i) develop and recommend strategies to
achieve the goals of the national media cam-
paign, including addressing national and local
drug threats in specific regions or States, such
as methamphetamine and ecstasy;

““(ii) create all advertising to be used in the
national media campaign, except advertisements
that are—

‘(1) provided by other nonprofit entities pur-
suant to subsection (f);

‘“(11) intended to respond to high-priority or
emergent campaign needs that cannot timely be
obtained at no cost (not including production
costs and talent reuse payments), provided that
any such advertising material is reviewed by the
Partnership for a Drug-Free America;

‘““(I11) intended to reach a minority, ethnic, or
other special audience that cannot be obtained
at no cost (not including production costs and
talent reuse payments), provided that any such
advertising material is reviewed by the Partner-
ship for a Drug-Free America; or

‘“(1V) any other advertisements that the Di-
rector determines that the Partnership for a
Drug-Free America is unable to provide.

“(C) MEDIA BUYING CONTRACTOR.—The Direc-
tor shall enter into a contract with a media buy-
ing contractor to plan and purchase advertising
time and space for the national media cam-
paign. The media buying contractor shall not
provide any other service or material, or con-
duct any other function or activity which the
Director determines should be provided by the
Partnership for a Drug-Free America.

‘“‘(e) PROHIBITIONS.—None of the amounts
made available under subsection (b) may be obli-
gated or expended for any of the following:

‘(1) To supplant current antidrug community-
based coalitions.

“(2) To supplant pro bono public service time
donated by national and local broadcasting net-
works for other public service campaigns.

““(3) For partisan political purposes, or express
advocacy in support of or to defeat any clearly
identified candidate, clearly identified ballot
initiative, or clearly identified legislative or reg-
ulatory proposal.

‘““(4) To fund advertising that features any
elected officials, persons seeking elected office,
cabinet level officials, or other Federal officials
employed pursuant to section 213 of Schedule C
of title 5, Code of Federal Regulations.

“(5) To fund advertising that does not contain
a primary message intended to reduce or prevent
illicit drug use.

“(6) To fund advertising containing a primary
message intended to promote support for the
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media campaign or private sector contributions
to the media campaign.

“(f) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts made available
under subsection (b) for media time and space
shall be matched by an equal amount of non-
Federal funds for the national media campaign,
or be matched with in-kind contributions of the
same value.

““(2) NO-COST MATCH ADVERTISING DIRECT RE-
LATIONSHIP REQUIREMENT.—The Director shall
ensure that at least 70 percent of no-cost match
advertising provided directly relates to sub-
stance abuse prevention consistent with the spe-
cific purposes of the national media campaign,
except that in any fiscal year in which less than
$125,000,000 is appropriated to the mnational
media campaign, the Director shall ensure that
at least 85 percent of no-cost match advertising
directly relates to substance abuse prevention
consistent with the specific purposes of the na-
tional media campaign.

“(3) NO-COST MATCH ADVERTISING NOT DI-
RECTLY RELATED.—The Director shall ensure
that no-cost match advertising that does not di-
rectly relate to substance abuse prevention con-
sistent with the purposes of the national media
campaign includes a clear antidrug message.
Such message is not required to be the primary
message of the match advertising.

““(9) FINANCIAL AND PERFORMANCE ACCOUNT-
ABILITY.—The Director shall cause to be per-
formed—

“(1) audits and reviews of costs of the na-
tional media campaign pursuant to section 304C
of the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 254d); and

“(2) an audit to determine whether the costs
of the national media campaign are allowable
under section 306 of such Act (41 U.S.C. 256).

‘““(h) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Director
shall submit on an annual basis a report to Con-
gress that describes—

‘(1) the strategy of the national media cam-
paign and whether specific objectives of the
media campaign were accomplished;

“(2) steps taken to ensure that the national
media campaign operates in an effective and ef-
ficient manner consistent with the overall strat-
egy and focus of the national media campaign;

“(3) plans to purchase advertising time and
space;

““(4) policies and practices implemented to en-
sure that Federal funds are used responsibly to
purchase advertising time and space and elimi-
nate the potential for waste, fraud, and abuse;
and

“(5) all contracts entered into with a corpora-
tion, partnership, or individual working on be-
half of the national media campaign.

“(i) LOCAL TARGET REQUIREMENT.—The Di-
rector shall, to the maximum extent feasible, use
amounts made available under this section for
media that focuses on, or includes specific infor-
mation on, prevention or treatment resources for
consumers within specific local areas.

““(j) PREVENTION OF MARIJUANA USE.—

““(1) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

“(A4) 60 percent of adolescent admissions for
drug treatment are based on marijuana use.

““(B) Potency levels of contemporary mari-
juana, particularly hydroponically grown mari-
juana, are significantly higher than in the past,
rising from under 1 percent of THC in the mid-
1970s to as high as 30 percent today.

“(C) Contemporary research has demonstrated
that youths smoking marijuana early in life
may be up to five times more likely to use hard
drugs.

“‘D) Contemporary research has dem-
onstrated clear detrimental effects in adolescent
educational achievement resulting from mari-
juana use.

“(E) Contemporary research has demonstrated
clear detrimental effects in adolescent brain de-
velopment resulting from marijuana use.

“(F) An estimated 9,000,000 Americans a year
drive while under the influence of illegal drugs,
including marijuana.
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‘“(G) Marijuana smoke contains 50 to 70 per-
cent more of certain cancer causing chemicals
than tobacco smoke.

‘““(H) Teens who use marijuana are up to four
times more likely to have a teen pregnancy than
teens who have not.

‘(1) Federal law enforcement agencies have
identified clear links suggesting that trade in
hydroponic marijuana facilitates trade by crimi-
nal organizations in hard drugs, including her-
oin.

“(J) Federal law enforcement agencies have
identified possible links between trade in can-
nabis products and financing for terrorist orga-
nizations.

““(2) EMPHASIS ON PREVENTION OF YOUTH
MARIJUANA USE.—In conducting advertising and
activities otherwise authorized under this sec-
tion, the Director may emphasize prevention of
youth marijuana use.

“(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Office to carry out this section, $195,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 2007 and 2008 and
$210,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2009 through
2011.”.

(b) REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED PROVISIONS.—The
Drug-Free Media Campaign Act of 1998 (21
U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) is repealed.

SEC. 13. DRUG INTERDICTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (a) and (b) of
section 711 (21 U.S.C. 1710) are amended to read
as follows:

“(a) UNITED STATES INTERDICTION COORDI-
NATOR.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Deputy Director for
Supply Reduction in the Office shall serve as
the United States Interdiction Coordinator, and
shall perform the duties of that position de-
scribed in paragraph (2) and such other duties
as may be determined by the Director with re-
spect to coordination of efforts to interdict illicit
drugs from entering the United States.

‘““(2) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The United States
Interdiction Coordinator shall be responsible to
the Director for—

‘““(A) coordinating the interdiction activities of
the National Drug Control Program agencies to
ensure consistency with the National Drug Con-
trol Strategy;

‘““(B) on behalf of the Director, developing and
issuing, on or before March 1 of each year and
in accordance with paragraph (3), a National
Interdiction Command and Control Plan to en-
sure the coordination and consistency described
in subparagraph (A);

“(C) assessing the sufficiency of assets com-
mitted to illicit drug interdiction by the relevant
National Drug Control Program agencies; and

‘(D) advising the Director on the efforts of
each National Drug Control Program agency to
implement the National Interdiction Command
and Control Plan.

‘“(3) STAFF.—The Director shall assign such
permanent staff of the Office as he considers ap-
propriate to assist the United States Interdiction
Coordinator to carry out the responsibilities de-
scribed in paragraph (2), and may also, at his
discretion, request that appropriate National
Drug Control Program agencies detail or assign
staff to the Office of Supply Reduction for that
purpose.

““(4) NATIONAL INTERDICTION COMMAND AND
CONTROL PLAN.—

‘““(A) PURPOSES.—The National Interdiction
Command and Control Plan shall—

‘(i) set forth the Govermment’s strategy for
drug interdiction,

‘“(ii) state the specific roles and responsibil-
ities of the relevant National Drug Control Pro-
gram agencies for implementing that strategy;
and

“‘(iii) identify the specific resources required
to enable the relevant National Drug Control
Program agencies to implement that strategy.

‘“(B) CONSULTATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES.—
The United States Interdiction Coordinator
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shall issue the National Interdiction Command
and Control Plan in consultation with the other
members of the Interdiction Committee described
in subsection (b).

‘““(C) LIMITATION.—The National Interdiction
Command and Control Plan shall not change
eristing agency authorities or the laws gov-
erning interagency relationships, but may in-
clude recommendations about changes to such
authorities or laws.

‘(D) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Omn or before
March 1 of each year, the United States Inter-
diction Coordinator shall provide a report on be-
half of the Director to the appropriate congres-
sional committees, to the Committee on Armed
Services and the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity of the House of Representatives, and to the
Committee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs and the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate, which shall include—

‘(i) a copy of that year’s National Interdic-
tion Command and Control Plan;

“‘(ii) information for the previous 10 years re-
garding the nmumber and type of seizures of
drugs by each National Drug Control Program
agency conducting drug interdiction activities,
as well as statistical information on the geo-
graphic areas of such seizures; and

““(iti) information for the previous 10 years re-
garding the number of air and maritime patrol
hours undertaken by each National Drug Con-
trol Program agency conducting drug interdic-
tion activities, as well as statistical information
on the geographic areas in which such patrol
hours took place.

‘“(E) TREATMENT OF CLASSIFIED OR LAW EN-
FORCEMENT SENSITIVE INFORMATION.—AnY con-
tent of the report described in subparagraph (D)
that involves information classified under cri-
teria established by an Executive order, or the
public disclosure of which, as determined by the
United States Interdiction Coordinator or the
head of any relevant National Drug Control
Program agency, would be detrimental to the
law enforcement or national security activities
of any Federal, State, or local agency, shall be
presented to Congress separately from the rest of
the plan.

““(b) INTERDICTION COMMITTEE.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Interdiction Committee
shall meet to—

“(A) discuss and resolve issues related to the
coordination, oversight and integration of inter-
national, border, and domestic drug interdiction
efforts in support of the National Drug Control
Strategy;

““(B) review the annual National Interdiction
Command and Control Plan, and provide advice
to the Director and the United States Interdic-
tion Coordinator concerning that plan; and

““(C) provide such other advice to the Director
concerning drug interdiction strategy and poli-
cies as the committee determines is appropriate.

““(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The membership of the
Interdiction Committee shall consist of—

“(A) the Commissioner of the bureau of Cus-
toms and Border Protection at the Department
of Homeland Security;

‘““(B) the Assistant Secretary of the bureau of
Immigration and Customs Enforcement at the
Department of Homeland Security;

‘“(C) the Commandant of the United States
Coast Guard;

‘“(D) the Director of the Office of Counter-
narcotics Enforcement at the Department of
Homeland Security;

‘“(E) the Administrator of the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration;

‘““(F) the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
national Narcotics and Law Enforcement Af-
fairs;

‘“(G) the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict;

‘““(H) the Deputy Director for Supply Reduc-
tion of the Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy, acting in his role as the United States Inter-
diction Coordinator;

‘(1) the director of the Crime and Narcotics
Center of the Central Intelligence Agency;
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“(J) the Deputy Director for State and Local
Affairs of the Office of National Drug Control
Policy;

“(K) the Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau’s Counterdrug Program; and

“(L) such additional persons as may be deter-
mined by the Director.

““(3) CHAIRMAN.—The Director shall designate
one of the members of the Interdiction Com-
mittee to serve as chairman.

““(4) MEETINGS.—The members of the Interdic-
tion Committee shall meet, in person and not
through any delegate or representative, at least
once per calendar year, prior to March 1. At the
call of either the Director or the current chair-
man, the Interdiction Committee may hold addi-
tional meetings, which shall be attended by the
members either in person, or through such dele-
gates or representatives as they may choose.

““(5) REPORT.—Not later than September 30 of
each year, the chairman of the Interdiction
Committee shall submit a report to the Director
and to the appropriate congressional committees
describing the results of the meetings and any
significant findings of the Committee during the
previous 12 months. Any content of such a re-
port that involves information classified under
criteria established by an Executive order, or
whose public disclosure, as determined by the
Director, the chairman, or any member, would
be detrimental to the law enforcement or na-
tional security activities of any Federal, State,
or local agency, shall be presented to Congress
separately from the rest of the report.”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO HOMELAND
SECURITY ACT OF 2002.—Section 878 of the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 458) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘Except as
provided in subsection (d), the’ and inserting
“The’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (d) and redesig-
nating subsections (e), (f), and (g) as sub-
sections (d), (e), and (f), respectively.

SEC. 14. AWARDS FOR DEMONSTRATION PRO-
GRAMS BY LOCAL PARTNERSHIPS TO
SHUT DOWN ILLICIT DRUG MARKET
HOT-SPOTS BY DETERRING DRUG
DEALERS OR ALTERING THE DY-
NAMIC OF DRUG SALES.

Sections 713 and 714 (21 U.S.C. 1711) are redes-
ignated as sections 715 and 716, respectively,
and after section 712 (21 U.S.C. 1710) insert the
following new section:

“SEC. 713 AWARDS FOR DEMONSTRATION PRO-
GRAMS BY LOCAL PARTNERSHIPS TO
SHUT DOWN ILLICIT DRUG MARKET
HOT-SPOTS BY DETERRING DRUG
DEALERS OR ALTERING THE DY-
NAMIC OF DRUG SALES.

“(a) AWARDS REQUIRED.—The Director shall
make competitive awards for demonstration pro-
grams by eligible partnerships for the purpose of
shutting down local illicit drug market hot-spots
and reducing drug-related crime through evi-
dence-based, strategic problem-solving interven-
tions that deter drug dealers or alter the dy-
namic of drug sales.

“(b) USE OF AWARD AMOUNTS.—Award
amounts received under this section shall be
used—

‘(1) to support the efforts of the agencies, or-
ganizations, and researchers included in the eli-
gible partnership;

“(2) to develop and field a directed and cred-
ible deterrent threat; and

“(3) to stremngthen rehabilitation efforts
through such means as job training, drug treat-
ment, or other services.

“(c) ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘eligible partnership’ means a
working group whose application to the Direc-
tor—

‘(1) identifies the roles played, and certifies
the involvement of, three or more agencies or or-
ganizations, which may include—

“(A) State or local agencies (such as those
carrying out police, probation, prosecution,
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courts, corrections, parole, or treatment func-
tions);

‘““(B) Federal agencies (such as the Drug En-
forcement Agency, the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms, and Explosives, and United
States Attorney offices); and

“(C) community-based organizations;

“(2) includes a qualified researcher;

“(3) includes a plan for identifying the impact
players in, and assessing the nature and dy-
namic of, the local drug market and its related
crime through information gathering and anal-
ySsis;

““(4) includes a plan for developing an evi-
dence-based strategic intervention aimed at
quickly and sustainably eradicating the local
drug market by deterring drug dealers or alter-
ing the dynamic of drug sales; and

“(5) includes a plan that describes the meth-
odology and outcome measures proposed for
evaluating the impact of that strategic interven-
tion on drug sales, neighborhood disorder, and
crime.

““(d) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—

‘“(1) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than June 1,
2009, the Director shall submit to Congress a re-
port that identifies the best practices in drug
market eradication, including the best practices
identified through the activities funded under
this section.

‘““(2) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than June 1,
2010, the Director shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the demonstration programs funded
under this section, including on the matters
specified in paragraph (1).

‘““(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $10,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2007 through 2009.”’.

SEC. 15. AWARDS FOR DEMONSTRATION PRO-
GRAMS BY LOCAL PARTNERSHIPS TO
COERCE ABSTINENCE IN CHRONIC
HARD-DRUG USERS UNDER COMMU-
NITY SUPERVISION THROUGH THE
USE OF DRUG TESTING AND SANC-
TIONS.

After section 713, as inserted by section 14 of
this Act, insert the following new section:

“SEC. 714. AWARDS FOR DEMONSTRATION PRO-
GRAMS BY LOCAL PARTNERSHIPS TO
COERCE ABSTINENCE IN CHRONIC
HARD-DRUG USERS UNDER COMMU-
NITY SUPERVISION THROUGH THE
USE OF DRUG TESTING AND SANC-
TIONS.

‘“(a) AWARDS REQUIRED.—The Director shall
make competitive awards to fund demonstration
programs by eligible partnerships for the pur-
pose of reducing the use of illicit drugs by
chronic hard-drug users living in the community
while under the supervision of the criminal jus-
tice system.

“‘b) USE OF AWARD AMOUNTS.—Award
amounts received under this section shall be
used—

‘(1) to support the efforts of the agencies, or-
ganizations, and researchers included in the eli-
gible partnership;

““(2) to develop and field a drug testing and
graduated sanctions program for chronic hard-
drug users living in the community under crimi-
nal justice supervision; and

“(3) to assist individuals described in sub-
section (a) by strengthening rehabilitation ef-
forts through such means as job training, drug
treatment, or other services.

““(c) ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘eligible partnership’ means a
working group whose application to the Direc-
tor—

‘(1) identifies the roles played, and certifies
the involvement of, two or more agencies or or-
ganizations, which may include—

‘“(A) State or local agencies (such as those
carrying out police, probation, prosecution,
courts, corrections, parole, or treatment func-
tions);

‘““(B) Federal agencies (such as the Drug En-
forcement Agency, the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms, and Explosives, and United
States Attorney offices); and
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“(C) community-based organizations;

““(2) includes a qualified researcher;

“(3) includes a plan for using judicial or other
criminal justice authority to administer drug
tests to individuals described in subsection (a) at
least twice a week, and to swiftly and certainly
impose a known set of graduated sanctions for
non-compliance with community-release provi-
sions relating to drug abstinence (whether im-
posed as a pre-trial, probation, or parole condi-
tion or otherwise);

““(4) includes a strategy for responding to a
range of substance use and abuse problems and
a range of criminal histories;

“(5) includes a plan for integrating data in-
frastructure among the agencies and organiza-
tions included in the eligible partnership to en-
able seamless, real-time tracking of individuals
described in subsection (a);

““(6) includes a plan to monitor and measure
the progress toward reducing the percentage of
the population of individuals described in sub-
section (a) who, upon being summoned for a
drug test, either fail to show up or who test
positive for drugs.

““(d) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—

‘“(1) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than June 1,
2009, the Director shall submit to Congress a re-
port that identifies the best practices in reduc-
ing the use of illicit drugs by chronic hard-drug
users, including the best practices identified
through the activities funded under this section.

‘““(2) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than June 1,
2010, the Director shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the demonstration programs funded
under this section, including on the matters
specified in paragraph (1).

“(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authoriced to be appropriated to carry
out this section $10,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2007 through 2009.”.

SEC. 16. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 716 (21 U.S.C. 1711), as redesignated
by section 14 of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘title,”” and inserting ‘‘title, ex-
cept activities for which amounts are otherwise
specifically authoriced by this title,”’; and

(2) by striking ‘1999 through 2003’ and insert-
ing 2007 through 2011"’.

SEC. 17. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS AND REPEAL.

(a) AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
ACT TO REPLACE OBSOLETE REFERENCES.—Sec-
tion 464P(c) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 2850-4(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘“under sec-
tion 1002 of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (21
U.S.C. 1501)’ and inserting ‘‘under section 703
of the Office of National Drug Control Policy
Reauthorization Act of 1998 (21 U.S.C. 1702)’’;
and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘“under sec-
tion 1005 of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (21
U.S.C. 1504)’ and inserting ‘“‘under section 706
of the Office of National Drug Control Policy
Reauthorization Act of 1998 (21 U.S.C. 1705)".

(b) REPEAL OF SPECIAL FORFEITURE FUND.—
Section 6073 of the Asset Forfeiture Amendments
Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1509) is repealed.

SEC. 18. REQUIREMENT FOR DISCLOSURE OF
FEDERAL SPONSORSHIP OF ALL
FEDERAL ADVERTISING OR OTHER
COMMUNICATION MATERIALS.

Section 712 is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 712. REQUIREMENT FOR DISCLOSURE OF
FEDERAL SPONSORSHIP OF ALL
FEDERAL ADVERTISING OR OTHER
COMMUNICATION MATERIALS.

‘““(a) REQUIREMENT.—Each advertisement or
other communication paid for by the Office, ei-
ther directly or through a contract awarded by
the Office, shall include a prominent notice in-
forming the target audience that the advertise-
ment or other communication is paid for by the
Office.

“(b) ADVERTISEMENT OR OTHER COMMUNICA-
TION.—In this section, the term ‘advertisement
or other communication’ includes—
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“(1) an advertisement disseminated in any
form, including print or by any electronic
means; and

“(2) a communication by an individual in any
form, including speech, print, or by any elec-
tronic means.”’.

SEC. 19. POLICY RELATING TO SYRINGE EX-
CHANGE PROGRAMS.

Section 703(a) (21 U.S.C. 1702(a)) is amended

by adding at the end the following:
“When developing the national drug control
policy, any policy of the Director relating to sy-
ringe exchange programs for intravenous drug
users shall be based on the best available med-
ical and scientific evidence regarding their ef-
fectiveness in promoting individual health and
preventing the spread of infectious disease, and
their impact on drug addiction and use. In mak-
ing any policy relating to syringe exchange pro-
grams, the Director shall consult with the Na-
tional Institutes of Health and the National
Academy of Sciences.”’.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. No amend-
ment to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute is in order
except those printed in House Report
109-387. Each amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the
report, by a Member designated in the
report, shall be considered read, shall
be debatable for the time specified in
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 printed in House Report
109-387 offered by Mr. SOUDER:

Page 145, strike lines 3 through 9.

Page 145, line 10, strike ‘‘(vi)”’ and insert
V).

Page 145, line 15, strike ‘‘(vii)”’ and insert
“(vi)”.

Page 146, line 5, strike ‘‘(viii)”’ and insert
“(vii).

Page 148, line 19, strike ‘‘(g)” and insert
“(h)”.

Page 149, line 7, strike ‘‘(h)” and insert
@),

Page 149, strike lines 9 through 18 and in-
sert the following:

(1) by amending subsection (g) to read as
follows:

“(g) INAPPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN PRO-
GRAMS.—The provisions of this section shall
not apply to the National Intelligence Pro-
gram, the Joint Military Intelligence Pro-
gram, and Tactical and Related Activities
unless such program or an element of such
program is designated as a National Drug
Control Program—

‘(1) by the President; or

“(2) jointly by—

““(A) in the case of the National Intel-
ligence Program, the Director and the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence; or

‘(B) in the case of the Joint Military Intel-
ligence Program and Tactical and Related
Activities, the Director, the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, and the Secretary of De-
fense. ”’; and

(2) by amending subsection (h) to read as
follows:

‘“(h) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this Act
shall be construed as derogating the authori-
ties and responsibilities of the Director of
National Intelligence or the Director of the
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Central Intelligence Agency contained in the
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401 et
seq.), the Central Intelligence Agency Act of

1949”(50 U.S.C. 403a et seq.), or any other
T‘e“_gé:g.e 149, line 19, strike “‘(i)” and insert
“(ga’%e 151, line 14, strike ‘‘(j)”’ and insert
“(ga}g.e 153, line 3, strike ‘‘(k)” and insert
"(gaée 158, line 7, strike ‘(1) and insert
"(gla;gé 160, line 14, strike ‘“‘(m)”’ and insert
(g;ée 183, line 18, strike ‘‘The’’ and insert

the following: ‘“‘Subject to the availability of
appropriations, the’.

Page 187, line 22, insert after ‘‘Director’’
the following: ¢, in consultation with the Di-
rector of National Intelligence,”’.

Page 202, line 12, strike ‘“No” and insert
the following: ‘“‘Subject to the availability of
appropriations, no”’.

Page 204, line 21, strike ‘“For” and insert
the following: ‘“‘Subject to the availability of
approprations, for’.

Page 217, strike lines 14 through 19, and in-

sert the following:
Director, the Director of National Intel-
ligence, or the head of any Federal Govern-
ment agency the activities of which are de-
scribed in the plan, would be detrimental to
the law enforcement or national security ac-
tivities of any Federal, State, or local agen-
cy, shall be presented to Congress separately
from the rest of the report.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 713, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the manager’s amend-
ment makes technical and conforming
changes to account for changes in the
law within the jurisdiction of those
committees that waived formal busi-
ness meetings on H.R. 2829, the Office
of National Drug Control Policy Reau-
thorization Act of 2005.

On page 145, the manager’s amend-
ment strikes the mandatory restric-
tions on certification of budgets re-
lated to enforcement in certain con-
texts of section 484(r)(1) of the Higher
Education Act, more popularly known
as the Drug-Free Student Loan provi-
sion.

The provision made students con-
victed of drug offenses temporarily not
eligible to receive student loans. How-
ever, a significant problem had arisen
in the Department of Education, begin-
ning during the Clinton administration
and continuing during the current ad-
ministration, because they have mis-
interpreted the clear language of that
statute to improperly deny loans to
students whose drug convictions pre-
dated their enrollment in school.

0 1230

Section 8021 of the Deficit Reduction
Act, Public Law 109-171, signed into
law on February 8, 2006, contained lan-
guage that altered the interpretation
of a provision included in the Higher
Education Act, and therefore obviated
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the need to address this matter in H.R.
2829.

The manager’s amendment changes
made on pages 149, 187, and 217 and the
related conforming amendments are
based on technical recommendations
made by the Office of the Director of
National Intelligence through the
House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence. The technical amend-
ments were thought desirable to make
the ONDCP authorization reflect
changes made by the Intelligence Re-
form and Terrorism Prevention Act of
2004, Public Law 108-458, and related
authorizations.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is the gen-
tleman from Maryland opposed to the
amendment?

Mr. CUMMINGS. No. As as matter of
fact, I support the amendment, Mr.
Chairman.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Maryland
may control 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
support the amendment. I think it is a
step in the right direction. There are so
many young people who find them-
selves getting into difficulty with
drugs. The fact is when it predated
their getting Federal funding for
schooling, that is one thing; it is an-
other thing when it happens during the
time that they are getting the Federal
funding. I would like to see it all elimi-
nated, but the fact still remains that I
think this is a good amendment. It is a
step in the right direction. It is omne
that I have heard a lot of concern.
Every time I do a town hall meeting on
scholarships, this issue comes up. I
support the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out
again the effect of taking that lan-
guage out means the bill is now silent
on the drug loan provision. The other
changes had to do with the Intelligence
Committee and other committees that
waived jurisdiction.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does any
Member rise to offer amendment num-
ber 2, designated to be offered by the
gentleman from Washington or a des-
ignee?

Mr. SOUDER. I will introduce the
Baird amendment. I am a cosponsor of
the Baird amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is the gen-
tleman the designee of the gentleman
from Washington?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes, I am acting as his
designee.
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The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 printed in House Report
109-387 offered by Mr. SOUDER:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section (and conform the table of con-
tents accordingly):

SEC. 20. INTERNATIONAL SUMMIT ON METH-
AMPHETAMINE THREAT.

(a) SUMMIT REQUIREMENT.—The Director of
the Office of National Drug Control Policy in
the Executive Office of the President shall,
in consultation with the Secretary of State,
the Attorney General, the Secretary of
Homeland Security, the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, and the United States
Trade Representative, seek to convene an
international summit on the threat of meth-
amphetamine and synthetic drug precursor
chemicals.

(b) PARTICIPATION OF OTHER COUNTRIES.—
The Director shall seek to convene the sum-
mit with the participation and involvement
of government leaders at the highest level
from all countries that are direct sources of
precursor chemicals and from all countries
that are affected by methamphetamine pro-
duction, trafficking, and use, to intensify
and coordinate an effective international re-
sponse in order to prevent methamphet-
amine production and precursor diversion.

(c) INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS.—The Di-
rector shall encourage the negotiation,
drafting, and ratification of multilateral or
bilateral agreements that may contain infor-
mation-sharing treaties concerning provi-
sions for precursor importation and expor-
tation and additional provisions for annual
assessments of medical and scientific needs
of each signatory country.

(d) MATTERS ADDRESSED BY THE SUMMIT.—
The summit may address the following:

(1) The greater involvement of inter-
national policing and customs organizations,
such as Interpol, the United Nations Office
on Drugs and Crime, and the World Customs
Organization.

(2) Expanding resources and hired persons
to track international shipments of ephed-
rine, pseudoephedrine, and other precursor
substances as controlled by the Inter-
national Narcotics Control Board.

(3) Working with the private sector and
Federal agencies, as well as the World Health
Organization, to support the research and de-
velopment of substances that can effectively
replace primary precursors used in the man-
ufacture of synthetic drugs.

(e) DEADLINE.—The Director shall seek to
convene the summit not later than 12
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act and follow-up summits in subse-
quent years as the Director finds necessary.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Director $1,000,000 to carry out this sec-
tion.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 713, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to give my time to
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BAIRD).

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Wash-
ington will control the time in support
of the amendment.
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There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Washington is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I thank my friend and colleague, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).
I appreciate the courtesy and I appre-
ciate very much his leadership on this
legislation and on the broad issue of
methamphetamine in general.

Our Nation is truly safer for the ef-
forts of Mr. SOUDER, and it has been a
pleasure to work with him on the
amendment we offer today. I also want
to compliment my good friend and col-
league, Mr. CARDOZA of California, and
Ms. HOOLEY from Oregon.

Recent articles, a series in the Orego-
nian and also a Frontline special, have
articulated the challenges that we face
in fighting methamphetamine due to
international supply of the meth-
amphetamine precursor, pseudoephe-
drine and ephedrine.

We have done good work just re-
cently with the passage of the Combat
Meth Act to curtail the supply coming
directly into the United States, but
transshipment of pseudoephedrine,
ephedrine, and other precursors is a
terrific problem that is really leading
to the supply increases that we are see-
ing on our streets.

The good news on the meth front is
that we are seeing a reduction of the
local clandestine labs. The bad news is
that the international trafficking has
increased. Indeed, recent DEA reports
show that the purity of methamphet-
amine on the streets has reached the 70
percent level. Now, we know from clin-
ical and historical data that what hap-
pens in that case is an increase in the
number of addictions, an increase in
the number of drug-related crimes, of
hospital admissions, et cetera.

For that reason, we are offering to-
day’s amendment, and what it does is
quite simple. It asks the administra-
tion to conduct an international sum-
mit to work with the other meth-
amphetamine precursor producing
countries to try to reach international
accords that would curtail the produc-
tion and shipment of pseudoephedrine
and ephedrine and other precursors
that would ultimately be manufactured
into methamphetamine. It is a com-
monsense amendment. I think this is a
drug that we can actually defeat if we
can choke off the air supply of the pre-
cursors.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry. Has anyone
claimed the time in opposition?

The Acting CHAIRMAN. No.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment, although I do not oppose
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, I do not oppose this
amendment and we are willing to ac-
cept this amendment. This amendment
seeks to strengthen the bill by high-
lighting the problem of methamphet-
amine. I think it is very important
that this House continue to go on
record every day possible, every
amendment possible.

Again, the gentleman from Wash-
ington has been the founder of the
Meth Caucus and Congressman LARSEN,
Congressman CANNON, and Congress-
man CALVERT in the Meth Caucus have
been active in doing this. I think it is
important to look at an international
summit.

Clearly, as we dealt with the major
methamphetamine bill that is part of
the antiterrorism bill, we realize that
as we get control of pseudoephedrine
behind the counter, this becomes much
more of an international problem. In
Oklahoma, which was the first State,
really, to enact tough legislation, they
have seen crystal meth come in behind
and become a scourge on their State.
We see it in Oregon and Washington,
other States around the country. As
you crack down on the so-called ‘“‘mom
and pop labs” and the ‘‘Nazi labs’ you
move to crystal meth. That is better
for local law enforcement but bad for
the individuals because it is even more
potent.

Crystal meth is coming from an
international market. It started over
in Asia. There are nine basic facilities
in the world, the Czech Republic has
closed theirs, but Germany as well as
China and India. Much of it comes
across our border from Mexico, and
without cooperation on an inter-
national basis, without working with
the U.N. antinarcotics efforts, we can-
not tackle this in the United States.

We have attempted to put up walls in
the Combat Meth Act. We had things
for the spot market. We had new meas-
uring things and so on, but ultimately
that is just trying to put up a wall
around the United States. We have to
figure out how we are going to coopera-
tively work with India, China, and
Mexico and other countries.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CUMMINGS).

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 2% minutes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. First of all, I want to compliment
Mr. BAIRD and the other cosponsors of
this amendment. There is no doubt
about it, Mr. SOUDER and I, over and
over again we see, as the ranking mem-
bers of our subcommittee, so many of
our members coming to us and telling
us about the problems with
methamphetamines in their districts.
We have traveled across the country
and listened to the testimony of var-
ious members and police and law en-
forcement folks and people who are
trying to address this problem. And it
is, in fact, a growing problem.
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While we have seen a lot of emphasis
put on it, I think that this amendment
goes very far to try to shine even more
light on this tragic problem. And one
of the things that we found so inter-
esting about the whole methamphet-
amine situation, it is a little different
than other drugs in that you have to
have a clean-up. We spent a lot of
money for clean-up. And we find many
instances where children are tremen-
dously affected because they have to be
placed in foster care programs, because
they have to be literally taken out of
the house, the house usually has all
kinds of problems, and they end up ba-
sically with no parents that are avail-
able to take care of them.

So it has been a tremendous strain
on our law enforcement agencies, our
foster care agencies. I see this as a step
in the right direction, and I would
trust that we would support this
amendment. I want to thank Mr.
SOUDER for yielding.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY) who has been a
champion of the meth issue and has
been a leader in passing legislation
that would help combat this drug.

Ms. HOOLEY. I thank my colleague
for yielding me time and for all the
hard work that has gone on with meth-
amphetamine, and I rise today in sup-
port of +the Baird-Cardoza-Hooley
amendment.

As meth has spread across this Na-
tion, more and more States are taking
action to cut off pseudoephedrine sales
to meth makers who cannot make the
poison without this common cold medi-
cation. But when 65 percent of the
meth in this country comes from Mex-
ico drug cartels, we cannot solve this
problem through domestic means
alone.

This amendment requires that our
drug office join with other affected
countries to coordinate an effective
international response in order to pre-
vent methamphetamine production and
precursor diversion.

In a revealing investigation, the Ore-
gonian newspaper determined that
Mexico imports roughly 100 tons of
pseudoephedrine more than is needed
to fill its need for cold medicine. The
rest, narcotic officials guess, is di-
verted from legitimate uses and turned
into meth. Since roughly 200 tons of
pseudoephedrine is needed to produce
all the meth sold in the United States,
this pseudoephedrine from Mexico can
produce half of our Nation’s supply of
this deadly drug.

This amendment will bring together
international leaders so they can work
together and collaborate on a broad-
based strategy that will not only keep
meth away from our communities and
families but would limit production
and use of this deadly drug worldwide.
I urge the support of this amendment.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for her eloquent re-
marks and for her leadership. In clos-
ing, I would like to reiterate my grati-
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tude for Mr. SOUDER. He has been a
champion of this issue. I also want to
acknowledge, as he did, the Caucus to
Control and Fight Methamphetamine,
which is cochaired by my dear friend,
RICK LARSEN from Washington State,
along with LEN BOSWELL from Iowa,
CHRIS CANNON, and KEN CALVERT.

It is truly a bipartisan, nationwide
effort. And now what we need to do
with this amendment is expand that ef-
fort internationally. If we can stop the
international supply of these precur-
sors, our communities will be safer, our
families will be safer, and a lot of peo-
ple whose lives would be ruined will
never have to suffer that tragic fate.

I am grateful for the support of Mr.
SOUDER for this amendment and I urge
its passage.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the amendment before us
today calling for a global meth conference.

| commend Mr. Baird for working to bring
this amendment to the floor. The amendment
closely mirrors the bipartisan “Sense of the
Congress” resolution | introduced in Novem-
ber calling for an international methamphet-
amine conference to develop a global strategy
to control the trafficking of meth and its pre-
cursor chemicals.

| also would like to thank Chairman SOUDER
of the Drug Policy Subcommittee for his sup-
port from the beginning of a global meth con-
ference and his leadership on the Meth-
amphetamine Epidemic Elimination Act which
is set to be signed into law as part of the PA-
TRIOT Act.

In my district in California’s Central Valley,
the meth epidemic has exacted a brutal toll on
the environment, our children, and our com-
munities. In the past 5 years alone, 15,000
children have been found at meth labs, not to
mention the unknown number of children sub-
jected to meth related domestic violence,
abuse, and neglect.

Mr. Chairman, controlling the global trade in
meth and its precursor chemicals, ephedrine
and pseudoephedrine, is a critical part of any
comprehensive strategy to fight the meth epi-
demic. A global meth conference is a logical
next step that complements the international
regulation provisions of the Meth Elimination
Act.

It is about time that we develop a worldwide
strategy to reduce illegal trade in meth and its
precursor chemicals and stop the devastating
impact that methamphetamine use is having
on our children and our communities.

| urge my colleagues to vote “yes” on the
amendment.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by

the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER).
The amendment was agreed to.

0 1245

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. BOOZMAN

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. BASS).
The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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Amendment No. 3 printed in House Report
109-387 offered by Mr. BOOZMAN:

Page 168, line 17, strike ‘‘and”’.

Page 168, line 19, strike the period at the
end and insert ‘‘; and”’.

Page 168, after line 19, insert the following:

““(IV) the effect of illicit drug use on chil-
dren of substance abusers.

Page 170, line 12, insert after ‘‘drug use”
the following: ‘‘(including the effects on chil-
dren of substance abusers)’.

At the end of the bill add the following new
section (and conform the table of contents
accordingly):

SEC. 20. STUDY ON DRUG COURT HEARINGS IN
NONTRADITIONAL PLACES.

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that encour-
aging drug courts and schools to enter into
partnerships that allow students to see the
repercussions of drug abuse by non-violent
offenders may serve as a strong deterrent
and promote demand reduction.

(b) STUDY.—The Director of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy shall conduct
a study on drug court programs that conduct
hearings in nontraditional public places,
such as schools. At a minimum, the study
shall evaluate similar programs in oper-
ation, such as the program operated in the
Fourth Judicial District Drug Court, in
Washington County, Arkansas.

(c) REQUIREMENT.—At the same time the
President submits to Congress the National
Drug Control Strategy due February 1, 2007,
pursuant to section 706 of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy Reauthorization
Act of 1998, the President shall submit to
Congress a report on the study conducted
under subsection (b). The report shall in-
clude an evaluation of the results of the
study and such recommendations as the
President considers appropriate.

(d) DEMAND REDUCTION.—In this section,
the term ‘‘demand reduction’ has the mean-
ing provided in section 702(1) of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1998 (21 U.S.C. 1701(1)).

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 713, the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I appreciate this opportunity to offer
an amendment which will strengthen
the hand of Congress in the future as
we work to protect the most vulnerable
children in our society and as we work
to deter the abuse of drugs in our cul-
ture.

This amendment would provide for
two simple actions by ONDCP. First,
the amendment would require the di-
rector of ONDCP to include in the Na-
tional Drug Control Strategy statis-
tical data and information to dem-
onstrate and assess trends relating to
the effects of illicit drug use on chil-
dren of substance abusers. This infor-
mation will assist Congress, as well as
States, local governments and private
groups, as we work to protect these
children.

As we all know, one of the greatest
tragedies of drug abuse is the terrible
effect these crimes have on the most
vulnerable members of society, chil-
dren. Children of substance abusers are
the innocent victims of drug abuse, and
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research shows that these children are
much more likely to become drug abus-
ers themselves when they reach adoles-
cence or adulthood. Congress should do
all it can to protect these innocent
children, while we have the chance; and
no effective National Drug Control
Strategy would be complete without
considering the effects on children of
substance abusers and how we can help
prevent the cycle of drug abuse.

We all know from experience that
children who have grown up in homes
in this sort of condition are much more
likely to use drugs themselves. In Ar-
kansas, State, local, and private groups
are working hard to assist meth-endan-
gered children, kids, who are some of
the most vulnerable, of substance abus-
ers. Several years ago, I visited with a
high school young lady whose parent
had recently committed suicide as a re-
sult of being high on meth. He was a
truck driver. He had been on the drug
for many, many years; and she was
being a model student. There was real-
ly nothing, there was no agency, there
was no help for her. So, again, I think
this is very, very important and some-
thing that would be great if we could
study and then use that information to
go further.

The second part of this amendment
requires the director of ONDCP to con-
duct a study on drug court programs
that hold hearings in nontraditional
public places, such as schools. As you
all know, the mission of a drug court is
to provide an alternative to incarcer-
ation for nonviolent persons convicted
of alcohol or other drug-related
charges. In order to reduce demand and
deter our kids from getting involved in
illegal drugs, we must make sure they
understand the consequences of drug
abuse. We spend a lot of time and
money talking to kids about the reper-
cussions of drug abuse, but this type of
program allows us to show them the
consequences.

In my congressional district, I have
seen firsthand the strong impact that
such a program has had on school-age
kids. Judge Mary Ann Gunn of the
Fourth Judicial District Drug Court in
Washington County, Arkansas, has
been taking her program into the
schools for several years with the
strong support of school administra-
tors and the community. She uses the
opportunity to visit with students
about the drug problem, and it has had
a profound effect on many kids. Experi-
ence has shown that her program is a
strong deterrent for young people, and
it strongly promotes demand reduction
among our youth.

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues
to join me in this effort to reduce the
harm experienced by children of sub-
stance abusers and to study drug court
programs that could be a tremendous
deterrent to young people nationwide.
These two items may seem small, but
they are critical steps in saving future
generations from the harm caused by
drug abuse.

I commend Chairman SOUDER for his
work on this very important bill. I ap-
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preciate the hard work that he and his
staff and the other members of the
committee, both Democrat and Repub-
lican, have put into this effort.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Who seeks
time in opposition to the bill?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to use the time in
opposition to support the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Maryland?

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Maryland is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I